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PROCEEDINGS
(7:10 p.m.}

MS. STUDLIEN: Thanks to everybody for coming
tonight.

My name is Susan Studlien. I‘m the Director of
the Environmental Protection Agency’s New England Office of
Site Remediation & Restoration, and I'm going to be the
Hearing Officer for tonight’s hearing on the proposed remedy
for Shpack Landfill Superfund Site located on the
Norton/Attleboro border.

The purpose of the hearing tonight is to accept
formally orai comments on the proposed plan that was
released to the public on June 23rd.

The protocol for these hearings is that we do not
respond to comments tonight, but we will respond to them in
writing after August 25th which is the close of the present
comment period. The comment period was extended for 30 days
in order to provide additional time for people to review the
Feasibility Study and the proposed plan.

A public information meeting on the plan was held
on June 23rd of this year, in this very room. At that
meeting, information concerning the plan was presented and
EPA responded to questions about the site.

I want to describe, just briefly, the format for

the hearing. First, Dave Lederer, who is sitting to my
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left, the EPA Project Manager for this site, is going to
give a very brief overview of the proposed Cleanup Plan for
the site, and I know that some of you have already seen
this. ©On the other hand, we are, we’'re concerned that some
of the people coming tonight may not have seen it. So,
we‘re, we‘re just going to do a brief overview.

Following the presentation, I will then accept
oral comments for the record, and those of you who want to
comment should have indicated your wish to do so by filling
out an index card available from Angela Bonarrigo, who is
waving her hand. If you haven’t filled out a card and want
to make a comment, just see Angela.

I'm going to call on people who want to comment in
the order in which you signed up to speak. When you’re
called on, if you could come to the front of the rcom and
sit at this table and use the wicrophones that are provided
and the microphones that are taped to the table are for our,
our stehographer.

I'm going to give you this microphone that I'm
holding here just for amplification purposes for this room;
so, the people sitting here can, can hear you well. The
reason I am bending over this microphone like this is that,
apparently, yvou have to come very close to putting it in
your mouth in order for it to work. So, if you can state

your name and address when you come and sit at the table,
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and your affiliation, it would be appreciated.

We are recording these proceedings verbatim; so,
we need to get this information for the reccrd, and, for
that reason, if you could, actually, spell your name and
give the full name of your affiliation, as opposed to, for
example, an acronym or a, or the letters, that would be
appreciated.

In order to, finally, in order to insure that
evérybody has a chance to speak, I hope you will limit your
comments to ten minutes. If your comments will take longer
than ten minutes, I would ask that you could summarize your
major points and provide EPA with a copy of the full text of
your comments. The text, in its entirety, will become part
of the hearing’s record.

After all the comments have been heard, I’'ll close
the formal hearing, and if you wish to submit written
comments, you can give them to me tonight, or you can mail
them to our Boston office at the address that’s in the prop
-- in our proposed plan.

At the conclusion of the hearing, you can see any
of the EPA representatives if you have any questions on how
to submit comments. All of the oral comments that we get
tonight, and the written comments that we receive during the
comment period, will be addressed in a responsive summary

and become part of the administrative record for this site.
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That will be included with the record of decision on the
remedy for the site.

Are there any questions?

(No verbal response})

MS. STUDLIEN: Okay. We’‘re going té start, then,
with our very brief overview of the plan.

MR. LEDERER: Thank you, Susan.

My name is Dave Lederer. I‘m the Remedial Project
Manager for the Shpack Superfund Site, US/EPA.

I'm going to very, very quickly, and I mean
quickly, go through the main points in the proposed plan so
we have a starting point for pecple’s testimony tonight.

This is a map of the layout of the site showing
its features. The site consists of approximately 9.4 acres,
about 3.4 acres are in Attleboro, and about six acres is in
Norton, and is actually owned by the Town of Norton.

The former Shpack residence is located here.
Power lines bisect the site thusly, and you, also, are
surrounded by Chartley Swamp on the south and -- I‘m sorry.
On the east and the northeast, and by the Attleboro
landfill, of course, on the west.

This slide, basically, just summarizes that same
thing. ALI lies directly west of the site, about 110 feet
higher above grade, above the grade established by Shpack.

There are two holes and private wells within about
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500 feet of the site fence, and the site, itself, is
relatively flat. It was formerly a wetlands area. There is
a small material wetland that remains.

So, under our proposed plan, we are taking the
following measures:

The public water line be extended_to include the
two residences adjacent to the landfill that are currently
on private wells; approximately 10,500 cubic yards of soil
contaminated with the radiclogical contaminants of concern,
above cleanup levels, will be excavated and disposed of off
site, and, under our proposal, approximately 2,250 cubic
yvards of dioxin and PCB contaminated sediment will be
excavated and disposed of off site.

Continuing along, contaminated sediments in the
wetland areas of the site will be consclidated to an upland
area on site, and the disturbed wetlands will be restored
and/or replicated to the extent practical.

The landfill will, then, be capped to prevent
exposure to contaminated waste. The site fenced to control
access and legal controls put in place to insure that the
revenue remains protected in the long-term. Groundwater, of
course, will be continued to be monitored and a cap
maintained in the long-term.

That‘s, basically, an outline of the proposal

before we take testimony. ©Now, I’1l put the microphone
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right up here.

(Pause.)

MR. LEDERER: So, whoever is speaking can just sit
right there in front of the mike.

MS. STUDLIEN: And you‘re welcomed to pick that
microphone up if it’s easier for you as well.

Okay. We’'ll, now, begin the formal hearing, and
the first speaker is Congressman Barney Frank.

{Pause.)

MR. FRANK: Thank you. I appreciate the
willingness of the EPA to continue to engage, we, also,
continue to have disagreements, but I will say, our
involvement, my office and others, wé have found the Federal
Agency, while we are not happy with the current plan, I do
want to acknowledge that it represents significant progress
from when we started, but we think the logic, which got us
from originally here is important.

I quess the point to focus on is, in the summary,
when you pointed out the plan to contain the contaminationf
consolidate and contain the contamination -- and I think
that’s clearly the nub of the disagreement. We believe the
purpose of this should be to get rid of the contamination
and not rearrange it.

Even though you do plan to rearrange it the way

that makes it somewhat less damaging, the thrust of the
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Superfund Program, to us, is to cleanup, and leaving a town
in possession and perpetuity of contamination, even if it is
somewhat more conveniently arranged, is not what we think
should happen.

I want to acknowledge, again, that we’ve made some
progress, and we’'ve been involved, you know, legislatively
and elsewhere.

The original proposal was to cap even the
radiological material, and thanks to the legislation that
Congressman McGovern I were able to get jointly, and the
progress we've made, we’'ve gotten beyond that.

1, also, want to note that this has been a case
where the lead has been taken by the town, and I want to
acknowledge the Board of Selectmen in the town, Heather Gratf
and the Advisory Committee. My office has learned a great
deal from them. They have, at every point when we have
consulted with them, been accurate in their information and
responsible, and that leads me now to enthusiastically
support the initial paper the town has put forward. 1I've
submitted my own letter.

The nub is this: we believe that there ought to
be a complete removal. We are talking, again, it is a
narrower financial difference than when we started. The
proposal that we are supporting will cost $50 million or

perhaps a little more. The proposal that we are being given
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here, which is removal of the radiological material and
containment of the contamination, would cost 30 million.

We should note 15 wmillion of that comes from the
Core of Engineers, and that is out of the federal budget,
out of the program called_FUSRAP, and the rest comes out of
Superfund, but it’s legally the responsibility of the PRP,
which is, of course, a nice legal word for thé people who
put it there in the first placé and having put it there and
having made money putting it there, we think it is only fair
that they now pay the cost of removing it.

So, we are talking about a difference of $2S5
million over a period of years,yand we believe this is a
charge that ultimately should not, and we hope will not be
lodged against the federal government, but will go to the
responsible parties.

Asking the town to continue the perpetuity to have
contamination is, I think, a failure of those of us at the
federal level to meet our responsibilities to these citizens
who have worked so hard and are asking not for any great
boon here, but simply to be left as they otherwise would
have been before the contamination came here.

Now, the, the EPA correctlybpoints out the, the
potential which the groundwater, and you talked about
monitoring to keep the groundwater.clean. Well, what we are

saying to the town, if that’s what the federal government
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does, is ‘we’'re going to leave here a potential danger to
groundwater, but don’'t worry; your federal government is
watching.

Now, I serve in the federal government. I’'m not
one to engage in easy denigration of it, but I don‘t think
we will be reassuring the people here, the parents who are
worried about the long-term effects on their children of
drinking water, etcetera, if we say, "We acknowledge that
there is a problem here," because that’s what we’re saying
if we say that we’re going to monitor the groundwater, we’re

acknowledging that we are leaving in situ a potential

.contamination. We think we’ve got it locked up. We think

we’'ve got it detained. I'm not going to challenge your
engineering, but nobody can be sure of this. We’re not
dealing here with an area where there is any certainty.

We know there is migration, and the very fact that
we expect to have to monitor it, and I would, also, add, as
we talk about the cost, there is sometimes a problem in the
way we budget, because a true comparison of cost would
factor in, not simply the removal costs if we leave the
contamination, but the monitoring costs, because we are
talking, then, about the federal government having an
ongoing responsibility. 8So, we believe this ought to be
done outright, and I should add that I'd be talking-about my

responsibility, as a federal official, but I'm very pleased,

APEX Reporting
{617) 426-3077




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

12

because not only have we worked here, my office and others,
with the town, but we’ve had very good multi-level,
bipartisan cooperation.

The legislative delegation, Senator Sprague is
here, Representative Travis and Representative Pourier. We
have worked very closely together on this, and we, I
believe, have come to an agreement, Representative Coppola
and all the legislators, in the area, and myself agree.

We don‘t think it is asking too much; indeed, we
think we would be failing our responsibilities to the people
of Norton if we did not clean this site up, and that’s what
people expect of the Superfund, and cleaning it up means
cleaning it up .- 7

In no other area of people’s lives, you know, if
people’s kids spill something at home, they don’t tell the
kid, "Okay, here‘’s what you do. You spilled that, and that
was too bad. Put it in a neat pile, and put scmething over
it. "

In fact, let me say, we have a metaphor for not
doing a job. 1It’s called, "Sweeping something under the
rug."” In other word for "Sweeping something under the rug,"
is containment. When we have dirt and dust and you sweep it
under the rug, you’ve contained it.

Again, I don't mean to denigrate the goodwill. I

realize that are not individuals working purely in the
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abstract. I will say that I regret the fact that the budget
for EPA is not greater than it was. I regret .the fact that
we’'ve got the tax on oil, which would have generated more
money. That's our job, to find the money, but I don’'t think
we can ask the citizens to Norton to bear that burden.

So, I ask that we follow the logic of the
radiclogical issue, and go forward and not just sweep the
contamination under the rug; albeit, it will be a thick rug,
and it will be an attractively landscaped rug, but we’'d
still be sweeping it under the rug, and we would still run
the danger of the contamination of the groundwater, and I
believe it is entirely reasonable to ask that we do the
whole job and not part of it.

I thank you for your attention.

{Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, Congressman.

Our next speaker is State Senator Joann Sprague.

MS. SPRAGUE: Thank you, so much, Hearing Officer
Studlien and Mr. Lederer, and I want to thank you, first of
all, for the privilege of letting me speak to this issue,
which is of great importance to my constituents from Norton
and from Attleboro who are here tonight.

I am State Senator Joann Sprague, and I represent
the people of the Bristol/Norfolk District, and I'd like to

have my letter to Mr. Lederer entered in the record if I
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could, please.

Dear Mr. Lederer, I'm writing on behalf of my
constituents and the Town of Norton, to strongly support the
Town'’s choice of SC-3B as the best cleanup alternative for
the Shpack Superfund Site.

I am steadfast in my opposition to the EPA’s
choice of SC-2B aé the best cleanup alternative.

My constituents and I demand that the old Shpack
dump property be returned to a safe enough condition that it
can be used for passive recreation within the Norton
Conservation Commission’s Open-Space Plan. fhis use
conforms to our understanding of what the town’s use has
meant during meetings between the ad hoc Shpack Committee,
the Army Corps of Engineers and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency.

The EPA Alternative, SC-2B, will remove only some
elements of the waste and contain the remaining contaminant
under a cap. We know that caps deteriorate, which could
reinitiate the pollution cycle.

Also, S8C-2B would not allow my constituents the
kind of use they have been led to expect. The requirement
of fencing and a "No Trespassing"” sign is evidence that
SC-2B would not be a full-fledged cleanup; therefore, the
Town and its citizens would be left to bear the burden of

fighting future contamination and policing the problem at
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the site.

The EPA‘s decision in this case should not be
based on what the remediation costs, but on what is the best
long-term interest for Massachusetts’ citizens. All of whom
who are taxpayers with a vested interest in a clean
environment for families or friends and our neighbors.

Through theryears, Madam Hearing Officer, my
Norton constituents have paid millions of dollars of their
hard-earned money in taxes to the state and federal
government, and this way, the town‘s people, for years, have
paid for government actions that benefit, not only
themselves, but actions that provide, also, for the common
good for citizens throughout this great country.

It is now time, Madam Hearing Officer, for the EPA
to stand tall and acknowledge that the common good requires
a permanent and proper cleanup of environmentally unsafe
waste.

There is no better use for our citizen’'s tax
dollars than to provide for the environmental safety of the
citizens residing in this area now, for the generations to
follow, both of which will ultimately be of benefit not only
to this region but to all the citizens of our great country.

Mr. Lederer, my constituents, their local
officials and I, along with other state and other officials,

demand the government do the right thing for the
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environmental safety of us and future generations by
adopting Choice SC-3B for the cleanup of the Shpack
Superfund Site. |

We will be proud to stand by you in this action,
and, in doing so, we will be proud toc say, "We won one for
the envirommental protection of our land and people.®

Thank you, so much, again, for letting me
represent my constituents at this hearing.

{Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, Senator.

(Applause.}

MS. STUDLIEN: Our next speaker is Representative
Philip Travis.

MR. TRAVIS: Thank you, Madam Director of the EPA.

For the record, my name is State Representative
Philip Travis, T-R-A-V-I-S. I represent the Fourth Bristol
District of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, in the House
of Representatives, Swansea, Seekonk, Rehoboth and the
Precinct in Norton, Precinct One is where this landfill is
located. It is in my district.

I want to join along with Congressman Barney
Frank; Senator JoAnn Sprague, my Senator; Betty Pourier, the
Representative, who, also, sﬁares Norton with me; Michael
Coppola is to be here this evening, and myself, State

Representative Philip Travis, in saying, unequivocally, we
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do not go along with the citing as CS-2b as has been picked
by the EPA to cleanup my site.

The people of Norton are owed much more.
Contamination, in the form of radiation, going down 15 feet
or more, had been put there during the 50‘s and 60's by
making nuclear reactors for submarines. In it’s time, it
was necessary to protect our United States, but the waste
that came from that work is now sitting in the soil, and we
have a terrorist located in Norton in the form of this
Shpack site. It can contaminate and do harm to the people
of not only the Chartley Section, which I represent, but the
entire area of Attleboro, and that section of Norton.

To remove partially and leave ﬁhe rest, 1is a Jjob,
as was said by the Congressman, which is less than half
finished. It makes no sense, in dollars, a $20 million
différential, not to go in and remove the entire site and
bring it back so it can be used by the people of the Town of
Norton for whatever purpose they decide, recreation or
otherwise.

Attleboro has a land site further to the west.
They will be tapping that site to Massachusetts Department
of Environmental Protection. They will be putting a cap on
it, and they will be having trucks come in with materials
from the south shore of Massachusetts to cap it and leave

this town with those same tractor trailers empty and going
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back to a place that is 50 miles away from here.

How, in God’s heaven, cannot we coordinator
betweén a federal agency and a state agency? I know neither
are intertwined in this issue, but Attleboro is working with
EPA and the DEP, and we're working with you folks at the
federal level.

The tractor trailer trucks will leave this
community empty and go all the way down Route 123 and head
back towards the Boston area to, in an empty form.

If we could utilize that and coordinate that
activity to save money, you would have trucks coming in with
fill from Attleboro dumping, coming through Norton to go
back, and with material that is needed to be removed from my
district to make it a cleaner and safer cleanup.

So, uranium and other things that are in the soil
are not left to be, hopefully,Anot dissipate normally and
not get into the water table and do more harm. It will do
harm to the people of Norton, I‘m sure, in the long haul;
perhaps not today, maybe not next year, and maybe not 10
years from now, but I cannot serve in office and represent
the people in that district and say, "I did my best, but I'm
going with the lessor plan.™®

I go, as strongly as possible, to say to all of
you that the plamn you‘ve accepted is not acceptable to me or

my constituents, and I ask that you reconsider your
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alternative and go with SC-2B, which is the plan that is
backed by the Ad Hoc Committee, appointed by the Board of
Selectmen, and which we have worked with, as well as Barney,
and my fellow colleagues at the State House, to have that
plan implemented.

Tpank you, very much, and our letter has been
filed with you, but it will be read officially; in a few
minutes, by my colleague, Betty Pourier, of North Attleboro.

Thank you, very much, Ma’am.

{Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, Representative Travis.

{Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you.

Our next speaker is State Representative Betty
Pourier.

MS. POURIER: Thank you, very much.

I would like to add my gratitude for having the
opportunity to speak tonight at this Public Hearing. This
is my second Public Hearing as I've only represented Norton
for one term, but I, certainly, had to do a quick study on
what this site means to the community of Norton and all of
the people that have lived with it for many, many decades.

Before I read, read my letter into the record, I
would just like to make a few comments aside from that.

One of the things that disturbs me greatly is that
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the EPA proposed plan does not provide a permanent solution
to this problem. It leaves it here for generations in the
future to concern themselves with and worry about. Perhaps
making it the responsibility, not only of the Town of
Norton, but éf the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and, as a
State Official, I would like, very much, to see that taken
care of this time out, and not to have to address this at
some unforeseen time in the future when it may pose, again,
a problem.

This is not a cleanup of a contaminated area, but
this is a coverup, and, as Congressman Frank, so aptly
stated, this is a rug where contaminants have been swept
under, and, now, we‘re putting a fence around it, and we’'re .
not going to allow anyone to walk on the rug, which brings
me to my third point.

This is not at all what the community of Norton
has requested. They would like to be able to use that
property for recreational purposes, in combination with
their Open-Space Plan, and this solution -- this SC-2B --
does not allow the community to be able to do that.

So, it, in noway, addresses the concerns that they
mainly have, and that is eliminating the contamination, not
covering it. Eliminating the responsibility for the Town of
Norton, as well as for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,

and, also, being able to use that property for productive
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use and not fencing it off and keeping people away from the
site.

Now, if you will permit me, I would like to read a
letter that was submitted by myself, State Representative
Betty Pourier -- I‘m from the 14th Bristol District and
represent all of North Attleboro, cone precinct in Attleboro,
one precinct in Norton, and two precincts in Mansfield, and
it is, also, from my colleague, State Representative Michael
Coppolla, who represents two precincts here in Norton, and
Philip Travis, who has the Shpack site right in his own
precinct. The letter reads: Mr. David Lederer -- it‘s to
Mr. Lederer, regarding the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site,
Norton, Mass.

"Dear Mr. Lederer. We write in response to the US
Environmental Protection Agency's proposal to cleanup the
contamination of the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site in the
Town of Norton. After reading information about the various
Cleanup alternatives, as well as attending Public Meetings
on this issue, we strongly oppose the EPA‘s proposal known
as Option 8C-2B, at an estimated cost of $30 million.

"We believe that SC-3B is the better, more
permanent solution to rid the\landfill and the surrounding
residential area of hazardous pollutants at an estimated

cost of 55 million.

"To spend 30 million on a partial cleanup is money
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poorly spent and requires long-term monitoring and perpetual
restriction on access; however, Option SC-3B is a complete
cleanup of contaminants, and a total and permanent
restoration of the former landfill requiring minimal
monitoring and no access restrictions.

"The wishes of the Town of Norton, for the future
use of the property for passive recreation have been totally
ignored. BAn additional issue of great concern is the
possibility, at sometime in the future, that the Town of
Norton and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts could be held
responsible for the operation,t he monitoring and the
maintenance of the site. The possibility of these costs at
some point in the future would far surpass the SC-3B éption.

“Opposition, as legislators for the Town of
Norton, is clear. We stand united with the Citizens
Advisory Shpack Team in our opposition to EPA’s preferred
Alternative, SC-2B.

"We truly hope that you will take the concerns of
the Town and its residents into consideration and choose
Option SC-3B as the preferred Cleanup Plan for this landfill
Superfund site.

“Thank you for your attention to this watter," and
it’s signed, "Sincerely, Michael Coppola, State
Representative; Elizabeth Pourier, State Representative; and

Philip Travis, State Representative.™
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I very much appreciate the opportunity to be able
to present this to you. Thank you.

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, Representative.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you.

Our next speaker is Jennifer Carling (sic}.

MR. LEDERER: Carlino.

MS. STUDLIEN: What?

MR. LEDERER: It’'s Carlino.

MS. STUDLIEN: ©Oh, Soxrry. Carlino. Excuse me.

‘I’'m sorry.

MS. CARLINO: It’'s all right.

(Pause.)

MS. CARLINO: I‘m Jennifer Carlino. I'm Norton’s
Conservation Agent, and I would like to speak in support of
Option S8C-3B. This option will allow the town to actually
use the property once the cleanup has been concluded. It
improves the wildlife habitat value of the property, would
not require a taking of the spotted turtle habitat and allow
replication of the wetlands on site.

I'm, actually, fairly disappointed with the lack
of information on the six vernal pools that are on the
property and the rare species. There are about two

sentences in the report.

MR. FRANK: This should help.
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MS. CARLINO: All right. Thanks. Sorry.

So, I would like to request that the record of
decision require that the wetland replication, the wetland
replicaﬁion should improve vernal pool habitat, include rare
species habitat, should provide detailed plans and
narratives for the Conservation Commission to review;
including the soil types, the number, the size and the
specific plants that will be used in the wetland replication
and restoration; include a five year wetland monitoring
program.

The record of decision should, also, require that
the vernal pools and rare species habitat be investigated,
and that all of the vernal pool documentation and the rare
species incident forms should be filled out as requested by
the Mass. Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program in
their letter of July 30th, 2004.

The record of decision should, also, require
transportation and Emergency Spill Plan; so, that, if there
is a spill anywhere on route, there is some sort of
Contingency Plan for cleaning up those materials. They‘re
right next to Chartley Swamp. They have to get over that
railroad embankment. They're right next to Chartley Pond,
and the dam that we have just repaired.

So, there should certainly be some type of

requirement for a Contingency Plan and the Conservation
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Commisgion would like to review that and comment as well.

The Wetland Replicatioh Plan should, alsoc, include
options for dewatering. The Conservation Commission should
be able to review those options and provide comments.

Also, like to see the detailed plans for the
extension of the water line right next to Chartley Swamp,
Chartley Pond, and provide comments on those.

The Conservation Commission should, also, be able
to review the deed restriction language and provide comments
on that. |

We do have a couple of concerns about the cap.

The cap, the reports document that the cap will limit
infiltration. It will not stop it. We’ve seen information
that the Attleboro landfill cap is leaking onto the Shpack
site. The new cap, proposed cap for the Shpack site would
be susceptible, stili, to ALI contamination. We, certainly,
don't want the newly replicated wetlands to be filled with
more contaminants.

There is, also, a pretty sericus gquestion about
who is responsible for the operation and maintenance and for
the funding if you chose to go that way. We’'re still in
full support of Option SC-3B.

The information that we have reviewed is not
détailed enough on the operation and maintenance, and is:

that the same type of operation and maintenance that the
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Attleboro landfill has been using and what assurance would
Norton have that the Shpack operation and Maintenance Plan
would be better implemented than ALI's?

Thank you.

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, very much.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Oh, I‘m sorry. Representative --
thank you.

State Representative Michael Coppola?

MR. COPPOLA: I'm sorry for being late.

MS. STUDLIEN: No problem.

MR. COPPOLA: I feel guilty. I walk in, and I get
to speak. All these people have been sitting all this time.

I, I did want to have an opportunity to express to
you what Representative Pourier has said in our letter, and
without being reéetitive, I, I'd like to, certainly, bring
the high points, what I think the high points of our letter
is and of our concern.

As you know, the EPA’'s proposal is, is just a
containment of the contamination, and it does nothing, as
far as access those, as far as future use, for the area
goes, and there is, certainly, some question on whether we
really have taken care of the problem of contamination and
the, the effects of it for generations to come, and that’s

what we're talking here.
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We’'re not just talking for now. We’re talking for
generations to come, and, as you know, when it comes to
landfills, there is a monitoring process of 20, 30 years,
and, also, a, a, a situation where we all have a concern.

There is residents in the area, and we really feel
the only right way of doing this, the only right way of
spending the money appropriately is to do a complete and
total cleanup. It does a number of things.

Besides the obvious, it makes us all feel that
we’'ve done the right thing. That we’ve really truly taken
care of the environmental concerns of the community and of
the neighborhood in particular, but we’ve, also, created a

situation where we can now; hopefully, use the land, and use

it for some access, rather than the very limited access that

we’d get with the EPA’s proposal.

So, we’re talking about a number of things. We’re
talking about environment. We’re talking about future use.
We’'re talking about responsibility. We’'re talking about
what'’'s going to happen in generations to come.

I think it’s very clear, among the State
Representatives and among the Town officials and among the
concerned citizens, that the appropriate and the best way of
spending the millions of dollars that we’re asking the
government to spend, is to do a total cleanup, and I refer

to the SC-3B cleanup.
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I think I said the last time I was here, you know,
you can spend $20 wmillion and do it halfway right, or you
can spend the $50 mill -- $55 million and do it right, angd
do it right for now, and do it right for the future.

Thank you.

{Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, Representative.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you.

Our next speaker is Robert Kimball.

{Pause.)

MR. KIMBALL: I'm going to sit down. I believe
it’'s cooler down here.

First of all, the Town would like to thank the
EPA, members of the EPA representatives, along with
Congressman Barney Frank, Senator Sprague, Representatives
Travis, Pourier and Coppola for coming here tonight to
support our position.

On behalf of its 18,000 residents, the Town of
Norton Board of Selectmen hereby submits its response to the
EPA’s Proposed Plan for Cleanup of the Shpack Landfill
Superfund Site, as presented at the June 23rd, 2004 public
meeting.

The position of the Board and the citizens of the

Town is clear. We are united and steadfast in our
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opposition to EPA’s preferred Alternative SC-2B, which does
not meet the needs of the community now 6r in the future.

We are united and steadfast in our declaration that
Alternative SC-3B is the only acceptable alternative for the
Town of Norton.

OWNERSHIP AND LAND USE:

The Shpack property is owned by the Town of Norton,
through its Conservation Commission, "“for administration,
control and maintenance as provided in Section 8C of Chapter
40 of the Massachusetts General Laws" (see deed, dated June
1st, 1981, transfer of property from Lea Shpack). As such,
the land is designated as Open Space.

The A4 Hoc Shpack Committee, appointed by the
Board of Selectmen to work with the Army Corps of Engineers
on reuse scenarios for the Shpack Site (July 2002 - Jaﬁuary
2003}, selected the reuse option of Passive Recreation, with
the Army Corps’ approval. Those decisions are consistent
with the Norton Conservation Commission’s statutory charge
and underpin the Town’s Alternative SC-3B position. The
Envirconmental Protection Agency’s Directive Land Use in the
CERCLA (Superfund) Remedy Selection Process, dated May 25th,
1995, states:

"The EPA believes that early community
involvement, with a particular focus on the community’s

future uses of the property should result in a more
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democratic decision-making process; greater community
support for remedies selected as a result of this process,
and more expedited, cost-effective cleanups."

Further, the Environmental Protection Agency’'s
Reuse Assessment Guide states:

"The scope and level of detail of the reuse
assessment should be site-specific and tailored to the
complexity of the site, the extent of the
contamination...and the density of the development in the
vicinity of the site.®

"The Superfund land use Directive states that in
cases where the future land use is relatively certain, the
remedial action objective or objectives generally reflect,
should reflect this land use.®

"EPA is responsible for ensuring that reasonable
assumptions regarding land use are considered in the

selection of a response action.®

EPA’s current plan, which includes fencing off and

securing the site, institutional controls and monitoring,

with health, human health risk potential considered only for

the adjacent residents and trespassers, clearly ignores the
Town’s intended reuse of the site; that being Passive
Recreation within the Norton Conservation Commission’s Open

Space Plan.

Since December of 1999, when representatives from
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EPA and the US Army Corps of Engineers came to Norton to
discuss the renewed investigations at the site, and at 13
public meetings from February, 2000, to November, 2003, EPA
gave the same presentation. The Army Corps of Engineers
would first excavate and dispose of off-site all the
radiological waste, including uranium and, and radium, and,
then, the EPA, working with the "Possible Responsible Party"
(PRP) Group, under Superfund, would clean up the remaining
chemical and heavy metal contaminants.

‘ We understood "clean up" to mean excavation and
off-site disposal of all contaminated materials from the
site that posed an unacceptable risk, not just the

radiological waste, some dioxin and the PCB contaminated

soil.

The EPA’'s preferred alternative does not
accomplish this.

After the Army Corps has removed the radiological
waste, the EPA‘s plan is to excavate only soil and sediment
that is close to the surface in a certain wetland area, even
though the waste extends to 15 feet below the water table in
some wetland portions of the site, to consolidate this
waste, and leave it in an upland area on site. Outside of
the wetland area, EPA plans to remove only the soil that is
contaminated with dioxin or PCBs for off-site disposal. The

majority of the chemical and heavy metal contaminated soil
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(the responsibility of the EPA and PRP Group), and the
aforementicned wetlands excavation would be transferred to
an on-site location and be capped.

The only alternative acceptable to the Town of
Norton, SC-3B would:

"Remove all radiological and chemically
contaminated materiais from the site that pose an
unacceptable risk. As a result, Alternative SC-3 provides
the greatest degree of overall protection.*®

"Both chemical and radiological source materials,
exceeding cleanup levels would be permanently removed from
the site; thereby, ensuring that this remedy remains
effective in the long term."

"SC-3 would greatly reduce the toxicity of the .
material that remains at the site to acceptable levels.
Because all site {(sic} and sediment above cleanup levels
will be removed from the property, both the volume and
mobility of contamination is greatly eliminated.®

EPA maintains that Norton’s Preferred Alternative
provides only “slightly greater protection at a
significantly greater cost". We counter that the opposite
is true. The difference in cost is insignificant compared
with the enormous disparity between the two plans. EPA's
strategy is to contain and cover; the community’s chosen

remedy 1s removal.
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EPA’s Preferred Altermative cost is approximately
$29 million. The most expensive alternative considered
under their Feasibility Study exceeds $126 million. At $55
million, the plan chosen by the Town of Norton is a
compromige, already meeting EPA and the PRP Group halfway.
It is not an unreasonable demand given the true magnitude of
this problem.

The time frames and impacts on the community,
between the two alternatives being considered for the
EPA/PRP construction phase of the clean up, are not that
different. "Both are easily implementable." "The:
personnel, equipment and materials required to implement
eaéh of these technologies are readily available."” Impact
to air guality and to the local roads can be managed by good
construction practices and working with the community.

EPA’s Preferred Alternative, which requires
long-term monitoring of the still contaminated, capped
parcel by the PRP Group, is unacceptable and could result in
a permanent financial and regulatory burden for the Town of
Norton. While the Town is given assurances that the PRP
companies entering into the Consent Agreement are now
financially stable, there is no-guarantee that will hold
true in the future.

Should those parties disappear from the corporate

universe or simply bail out on Shpack, the Town of Norton,
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with the longest standing on the PRP list as owner of the
property, could be left holding the bag. It is also
possible that the State would be left with the
responsibility of operation and maintenance of the site.

It is naive for the Environmental Protection
Agency to believe that the Shpack Site can be secured with
fencing. Over the last decade, neither EPA nor the PRP’s
have monitored the site for security, even though they knew
the dangers posed to anyone who entered the property
unprotected. Fences are broken, "No Trespassing” signs are
faded or have fallen, and beer cans, shotgun casings, etc,
provide evidence of trespassers onto the contaminated land;
likely, others curious about an old dump site ventured there
as ell, individuals who had no idea what lay beneath them.

Under the EPA‘’s plan, the Human Health Risk was
calculated based on the adjacent residents entering the
property and trespassers. The impact on human health are
dependent on many variables, including age of the person,
which is impossible to determine with the trespassers or the
adjacent resident, as that person, or persons, will
undoubtedly change.

The extension of Norton‘s water main to the end of
Union Road at the Attleboro city line raises concerns over
new development in the residentially =zoned area neaxr the

site, which will expose more residents to EPA's "accepted
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minimﬁm risks" at Shpack. Redevelopment of the 5-acre

parcel of land on which the Shpack residence is situated is

also likely.

In response to the rationalization that
"typically" all landfills are capped, the Shpack site, if it
is anything, is not typical. In fact, although residential
and industrial waste were disposed of there in order to fill
a wetland, the Shpack Superfund Site does not technically
fit in the category of municipal landfills, and the
standards and regulations applied to those licensed
facilities (like the neighboring‘Attleboro Landfill, Inc.)
should not be assumed the rule for Shpack, which was in fact
a privately owned and operated illegal dump.

Once the Shpack Site is properly cleaned up, we do
expect a cap, that being a cover of clean soil and grass, to
return thé land to as near a natural state as possible.

EPA’'s process, EPA‘s scheduling of this critical
part of the process (the presentation of its clean up plan,
the public comment period, and the public hearing) from the
end of June through August is unfortunate. Attendance at
the public meeting of June 23rd, 2004, in Norton was very
low compared to past meetings. The low turnout can be
attributed to summertime vacations and other pleasant
distractions which preoccupy much of the public. However,

neither the EPA nor the PRP Group should underestimate
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Norton's resclve. We will exhaust all regulatory, political
and legal means possible to effect the 3SC-3B solution.

In conclusion, the US Environment Protection
Agency’s Proposed Plan For The Cleanup of the Shpack
Superfund Site, 2004, its Preferred Alternative SC-2B (The
Capping Alternative) is unacceptable to the Town of Norton
because:

It does not adequately address the community’s
planned reuse of the site, now or in the future. It
appears, in fact, that contrary to the Agency’s own stated
policy, this was not a consideration in the selection of its
response action.

EPA’'s Preferred Alternative is not as effective,
in the long term or the short term, as Norton’s Preferred
Alternative.

EPA’s Proposed Plan does not provide a permanent
solution to our environmental concerns.

EPA's Preferred Alternative leaves the Town of
Norton with a still contaminated site and a consequentially
unacceptable level of residual risk.

The Town should not have to tolerate the stigma
attached to a toxic waste Superfund Site any longer.

SC-2B results in a permanent financial and
regulatory bﬁrden on the Town.

The EPA’s Proposed Plan is not considered to be a
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"Remedy" .

It is the Board of Selectmen’s position that
Norton's Preferred Alternative, SC-3B, is a fair compromise,
at a realistic cost to EPA and the PRP Group, with an
acceptable time frame that provides a reasonable solution to
the decade-old, decades-old problem of the Shpack Superfund
Land Site.

Respectfully submitted by the Norton Board of
Selectmen, Robert W. Kimball, Jr., Chairman. That’'s
K-I-M-B-A-L-L.

Thank you.

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, Selectman.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you.

Oour nexﬁ speaker is Richard Gomes.

(Pause.)

MR. GOMES: Good evening.

My name is Richard Gomes. Last name is spelled
G-O0-M-E-S. I'm the Deputy Fire Chief for the Town of
Norton.

I'm just going to go into a little past history.
It’'s going to be very short, but I will go somewhere with
it. |

In the 50‘s and 60‘s when the Shpack Site was in

use, and I see it referred to very nicely as a landfill, it
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was a dump. There was no regulation for that type of
operatiocn. The Town was never involved. It was a private
£il1ll, private land use, and there was no regulatory
stipulations at the time. There were no regulations for
that type of use.

Over the years, when the dump was in operation,
the Fire Department responded to many fires there; involving
either rubbish or brush. Many fire fighters either ingested
or absorbed or inhaled contaminants from that site. Over
the years, several of the fire fighters have died of cancer
since that site is closed. Now, we don’t know if that had
anything to do with that site.

The point is that, and this is where I'm going,
it‘s that we don’t know. If the site is cleaned up with the
proposal as stated by the EPA, people who visit the site,
trespass the site will not know.

The other thing I‘d like to point out is that the,
the people are being referred to "principally responsible
parties". I consider them to be solely responsible parties,
and the Fire Department would like to see you stay with the
plan 3B to completely remove contaminants from the site,
which will alleviate any problems in the future, either
regulatory, financial or any other. TIt, it will bring the
Town in to a fray if they have no, no business in the

planning or having any party to it.
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Thank you.

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, Mr. Gomes.

{Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you.

Our next speaker is Ron O’'Reilly.

MR. O’REILLY: Ronald O‘'Reilly, O, apostrophe,
R-E-I-L-L-Y.

I have lived on Union Road for 32 years. Six
years before the existence of the Shpack Site was
publicized. The 1998 (sic) discovery of nuclear waste at
the Shpack Site, and the following 25 years of failed
cleanup ‘'still plagues us to this evening.

In 1978, when a young student with a geiger
counter went to the City Officials, in Attleboro, thinking
that the land waé located there, he was ridiculed. He was
referred to in the paper as a lunatic. Each time he tried
to bring attention to the problem, he became the problem.

No one from Texas Instruments stepped forward to
investigate the possibie problem. The community did not
know that 1,000 pounds of nuclear material was missing from
TI's Nuclear Processing Plant, but, surely, the people at TI
knew that nuclear material was missing.

We have to assume that both Texas Instrument and
the Department of Energy were aware of the missing 900,

1,000 pounds of enriched uranium pellets.
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In 1980, the Department of Energy quietly removed
in excess of 900 pounds of the enriched uranium pellets from.
the Shpack Site; however, no attempt was ever made to locate
any pellets that may have been picked up by kids taking a
shortcut from the dump through the Shpack propérty.

For those who are too young to remember, in those
days, as was just stated, it was a dump. It was not a
landfill. Many kids used to go there. There were always
interesting things to be picked up. People used to go there
for target practice. A shortcut from the Attleboro dump was
through the Shpack property. The enriched uranium pellets
were probably enticing, and I would imagine some of them
were picked up at various times and taken home.

The Department of Energy erected a fence and
tested the site in the early 80‘s, and they left the scene
shortly after. After about five years, the brush overgrew

the fence, and, eventually, the fence collapsed. Hunters

| were frequent visitors going duck hunting in the swamp, and

ATV's coming along the electric company right of way used it
as a turn around.

The fence on the site today, which was erected
within the last five or six years, is fully over grown and
is barely visible from the street, and it sits on the

street.

These events show that despite the knowledge of
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nuclear hazardous waste, the government was unable to
prevent trespassing at the site. There is no reason to
believe that the future will be any different. Trespassers
on that site will be a perpetual problem.

When we get to talking about capping, the
Attleborc Landfill is a good example of problems with
capping. The plan was approved by the Mass Department of
Environmental Protection. The capping was done and was
inspected as it was progressing by the Department of
Environmental Protection; yet, despite a statutory
requirement, no bond was posted tc insure that the site
would be maintained in the future.

Today we know the site needs to be recapped.

Water runs off into the street. During the capping, there
was an explosion and fire. It was not reported. Erosion of
the capping material is evident from the street, and this is
just an example of what’'s going to happen with capping.
Capping is not a permanent answer.

The steep slope, the plans are in the works to
reopen the cap and try to get it done right in the future.
If it was done right, if they were able to do it right the
first time, it would have been done. There is no reason to
believe the Shpack will be done right the first time.

The Shpack Site is along an electric company right

of way. It runs all the way to Fall River. It’s highly
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travelled by ATV's and dirt bikes and motor bikes. The
capping will create an inviting ramp and a jump for these
vehicles. These are recreational vehicles, and they're
always looking for a ramp or a jump. As a result of their
using the ram -- the cap as a jump, the cap will deteriorate
very quickly and expose the bikers to hazardous chemicals
and fumes.

EPA has previously advocated Cleanup SC-2B using
the justification that the PRP‘s will be around in the
future if additional funds are needed. Texas Instruments is
the primary PR -- is the PRP with the deepest pockets. Many
of us remember when TI employed over 5,000 people in
Attleboro. Today that number is scheduled to drop to 900.

Who knows if TI will even be in business in the
United States in 20 years if additional funds are required?
The time to cleanup the site 1is now or the Town of Norton
will be liable in the future.

EPA sought citizen input, and the citizens
advocated the cleanup identified as SC-3B. EPA now faces

the cleanup proposed by the PRP, primarily Texas

Instruments, the same Texas Instruments that stuck its head

in the sand when 900 to 1,000 pounds of nuclear waste was
missing for 25 to 35 years. There is no reason to believe
the PRP’'s will be anymore responsive to the future problem.

The only cleanup that should be consider is SC-3B.
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Thank you.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, very much.

{Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you.

Our next speaker is Gary Covino.

MR. COVINO: Good evening. My name is Gary
Covino. I’'m the Health Agent for the Town of Norton. The
Town -- sorry about that.

The Town of Norton Beocard of Health appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the Proposed Cleanup Plan for the
Shpack Landfill Superfund Site.

We cannot support any remediation alternative
whiéh does not provide the overall protection of human
health and the environment. We are in general agreement,
following the public information meeting, that the two
alternatives deserving further consideration are SC-2 and
SC-3 and their variations that provide protection to the
adjacent resident without groundwater consumption.

That is SC-2B and the EPA’'s preferred alternative
and SC-3B. Both of these altermatives include installation
of a water line to two residences adjacent to the Superfund
Site.

Recent history has shown that installation of a

water line in the area where devel -- excuse me. Where
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development could occur has invited residential development.

The Board will not allow residential portable
water wells in the area of Superfund Site; however, we
cannot deny, nor can the Water Department, connection to the
water main installed adjacent to the property.

It has been noted that much of the open land,
along with the water line rouse, is conservation land, but
we believe any developable land will be developed following
the water line installation.

"We doubt that the restriction on connections would
be enforceable, and we have to agree with the Water
Department on the policy of sizing pipe installation for
fire protection and future looping; so, any water line
installed will have the capacity for development.

We are concerned with the difference between the
two alternatives and the permanence of the solution and the
effectiveness in protecting the recreational and occasional
user of the site. The least protective of the two
alternatives, SC-2B, consolidates waste as the new landfill
area seals off from normal activities, provides the
monitoring and maintaining of the new landfill.

The Board presently maintains and monitors a close
landfill. 1t has been subject to trespass, vandalism and
damage from natural causes. This is an ongoing concern

that, at some time in the future, the Board will be required

APEX Reporting
{617) 426-3077




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

45
to meet some new regulations, deal with some previously
undetected contaminants or spend the sum dealing with the
bad laboratory data. These same ongoing maintenance costs
and concerns would apply to the new landfill on the Shpack
Superfund Site.

While the EPA can argue that the cost of all
future maintenance and monitoring of the Shpack Superfund
Site will be the responsibility of the PRP’'s, we are
concerned that the Town of Norton is a PRP. The Town is the
PRP with the longest history and we’ll be around after alil
of the PRP’s disappear from the corporate universe.

The Town cannot be sold off to another company and
disburse its liability. Most importantly, should the Board
be left holding the proverbial bag, as the last PRP
somewhere in the distant future or even as, as one of
several PRP's at the same point in time, the Commonwealth
and federal governments have control of funding for the Town
that could be used in simple maintenance required in
compliance with future regulatory requirement.

The lack of permanence in the EPA’'s preferred
alternative will result in permanent financial and
regulatory burden for the Town of Norton.

The Tﬁwn of, the Town of Norton Board of Health is
concerned with the EPA’s preferred Alternative SC-2B, which

is not as effective as another Altermative SC-3B, in the
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long term or the short term.

While it could be argued that new landfill or
Superfund Site, in Alternative SC-2B, will result in the
better protection from the consolidated waste and less risk
that the existing condition, the alternative will bring more
people to the area when site development occurs along with
the water line.

More residents living ¢loser to the site will
increase the recreational use, number of -- excuse me,
number of EPA's accepted minimum risks. The increased
development will, also, increase the number of potential
trespassers and vandals entering the suppose to be secured
land; thereby, increasing exposure, as well as maintenance
costs.

This is not a result that would be particular
Norton, and we would expect that you have seen a similar
result in other locations where landfills have been
consolidated in residential areas.

The Norton Board of Health cannot support the
EPA's preferred alternative and strongly recommends
implementation of a clean cleanup Alternative SC-3B,
installation - of a water line and removal of all radioiogical
and chemically contaminated materials that pose the
unacceptable risks.

The Norton Board of Health understands that there
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are potential impacts in the community from the
implementation of the preferred cleanup plan and possibly
more significant impacts from the alternative we recommend.

The impacts to air gquality and to local growers by
truck traffic can be managed by good construction practices
and working with the community. The air quality of the area
surrounding the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site will not be
deteriorated by the cleanup activities in the site.

Standard construction activities and strict monitoring can
be specified and implementing the assuredness.

The Board of Health may require that monitoring
reports be provided to the Board and may require specific
monitoring during cleanup operations. Spillage from the
trucks leaving the site will not be acceptable in the roads
in the area of the Shpack Landfill Site. They are generally
not in accordance to support long-term truck operations.
Again, standard construction activities and strict
monitoring will be specified and implemented to ensure the
materials are not carried off of the site into local roads,
and that transporting materials are not released from the
trucks.

The Board recommends that rail transport, using
the nearby rail lines be considered and implemented if at
all possible. Activities at the Shpack Landfill Superfund

Site and the adjacent Attleboro Landfill will require
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removal of materials and the import cover materials. The
Board recommends that rail transport, using the nearby rail
be considered and implemented if at all possible.

If rail trans -- transport can’t be implemented an
existing road network must be used. The Board recommends
that all parties involved -- PRP, Corps of Engineérs,
Attleboro Landfill, Mass DEP, EPA -- work to improve
specific roadways to a standard that will support the level
of traffic needed.

The Board of Health will work with the local
public safety officials and other Town Boards to reduce the
impacts of truck traffic in the Town of Norton and its
residents.

Respectfully, the Board of Health.

MS. STUDPLIEN: Thank you, very much.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you.

Our next speaker is Jim Mooney.

(Pause.)

MR. MOONEY: Good evening.

I do appreciate the opportunity to come before you
tonight to discuss a little bit about Attleboro’s idea of
what should be done over there.

I‘m not here to argue with or disagree with

Norton's proposal for the SC-3. I think once we pass over
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to Norteon, I think Norton should be the only one that should
determine ultimately what happens there; however, in the
Attleboro side, we roughly have two and a half acres. Most
of the contamination is not in the Attleboro side. Most of
it is on the Norton side.

Both alternatives, SC-2 and SC-3, will provide
overall protection, health protection to the residents and
to the people of both Attleboro and Norton.

5C-2, 8C-2 is a good problem solver. It‘s done
all over the United States. We have brown fields
everywhere. I have brown fields in Attleborc. I have brown
fields in Attleboro that are currently, now, recreational
sites. I have contaminated sites in Attleboro that, within
the last 27 years, have been covered, capped, and they're
used as athletic fields, that are used as basketball courts,
and they’'re used as a number of recreational type facilities
for the general public. I believe that, at no time, have
any of these individuals in Attleboro at risk by using these
sites. It is an alternative that the, both state and
federal government, even the City of Attleboro, has had to
address many times in Attleboro.

This is not our first site to deal with. We’ve
dealt with many sites in Attleboro. We did have a
radioactive ball field years ago. It had Radon.

Fortunately, legislature bailed us out, passed an immediate
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bond to the City of Attleboro and we were able to remove the
radiation, cap the site and now, more than 125 kids play on
that site every night.

I'm not opposed to having something done, and I
want something done that will protect everyone. Whether
you're a citizen of Attleboro or a citizen of Norton, I want
everybody protected. Some things can be done with a lot of
thought, a lot of science, to properly protect.

. In Attleboro, the S-2 sites, since we have no
interest, and I don’t believe ALI or anybody over there has
any interest in putting a house or a recreaﬁional field or
anything on the two and a half acres on the Attleboro site,
the S-2 site seems adequate enocugh to protect, certainly,
the citizens of Attleboro and, hopefully, the citizens of
Norton.

Norton officials and representatives and
legislatures got up and said, "Hey, the best way to fix
something is to completely remove it." That’s true. So,
for Norton, that may be their best proposal, and it may be
the thing that needs to be done, but that two and a half
acre site, I don’t know it needs to be completely removed of
all contamination. It’s never going to be used.

Both sites, both proposals require that a water
line, a 4,000 foot water line be extended down from Norton,

down Union Road, to the Shpack House and to the house
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adjacent across the street. I think it’s a great idea.
Thoge two wells that have contamination should be protected.

However, I have two wells in Attleboro. I, also,
have a well that was condemned years ago at the ALI site.
So, if you want to be complete, there are actually three
wells that have had some contamination. One no longer being
used.

I reviewed the proposal to extend the water line
4,000 feet from Norton down to these two houses with a
10-inch main. They plan to go underneath the railroad
tracks at a tremendous cost of $125,000.00. I’'ve spoke with
the Mayor or Attleboro. I‘ve spoke with a number of
councilmen. I’ve spoke with the superintendent of Water.

We do have a water service on the Peckham side. It’'s
almost 500 to 700 feet closer to these two homes. We do not
have to go under a railroad line to supply those units with,
with water. There is an immediate savings of over
$125,000.00.

What I propose is that, or have, at least, the EPA
look at allowing the water line to come in from Attleboro.
Attleboro is agreeable to that. We have an eight-inch main
that we can send down there. There is more than enough
water to supply the two houses in, in Norton.

I don’t think the water bill is going to be much

different than what it is in Attleboro. We're talking
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pennies. That would save a tremendous cost. I believe
that, that $660,000.00 cost to extend the water line could
be reduced by as much as $250,000.00 if the Town of Norton
and the City of Attleboro and the EPA agree to this.

You've got to remember that we’re all part of
this. We’'re all going to pay the cost of this. We’re all
PRP‘s. As your agent just informed you, whatever the cost
of this, it’s not going to be paid by TI. It’s going to be
paid equally by all the PRP’'s. Whether we want to spend,
initially, the cost of $128 million to clean this site,
there isn't that many PRP‘s out there. It’'s going to be an
equal cost to all of us, the City of Attleboro, the Town of
Nortomn.

You have to look at how many PRP’s are out there.
There is about a dozen PRP's. If this project goes on, and
we go with 50 or a 100 million dollar cost, it’s going to be
divided by all the PRP‘s. The Town of Norton could be faced
with a five, three to five million dollar cost. So, I'm
just, I just hope that the Town of Norton recognizes that.
The City of Attleboro recognizes that.

The cost 1is going to be directed through the town
because the citizens of Attleboro and the Town of Norton did
use the Shpack Site, as did the City of Attleboro. When I
say, "The Shpack Site," I mean that little two and a half

acre pie that’s considered part of the Shpack Site. It's
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part of Attleboro.

I don’t know if the residents are aware of this.
I don't know if the Town officials are aware of this, but
there is a hell of a liability to your town, as there is to
Attlebeoro. I will not do anymore talkiﬁg about Norton
because I think you make your own decision, and my thoughts,

privately, I have thoughts about what 1I’d like to see you

‘people do, but from may authoritarian point of view, my

jurisdiction ends at the property line.

The first alternative I think is acceptable to
ALI. I think what would happen to ALI, the City of
Attleboro, I think what would happen with the capping
probably would happen with ALI; but it would probably be
somewhat corrected by an extension of another two and a half
acres of filling; hopefully, that addressed some of the
problems they have over there, and the rest of it I leave up
to Norton, but I would entertain that the federal government
loock at saving some money and look at putting the water line
through the City of Attleboro.

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, very much.

{(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Our next speaker is Heather Graf.

MS. GRAF: My name is Heather Graf. I1‘m the
Coordinator of the Citizen’s Advisory Shpack Team. The

spelling is G-R~A-F, as in Framk. One F.
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To Dave Lederer comments. The US Environmental
Protection Agency has always referred to the Shpack Site as
a landfill. We never paid much mind to the use of this
word, but, in hindsight, we should have because, now, the
EPA and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection Agencies are attempting to justify their cover
and cap proposal for Shpack by saying, "All landfills are
capped. "

Well, we would not argue that landfills are
typically capped, but we do counter that the Shpack Site is
not a landfill, and cannot be designated or treated as such,
and while Isadora Shpack accepted any wastes that needed
disposing of in order to fill his wetland property, this
site was, in fact, a privately owned and operated illegal
dunmp. The Shpack Superfund Site must be classified and
correctly dealt with for what it is, a toxic waste dump, not
a landfill.

The Shpack dump site, also, differs from landfills
in having commingled waste materials; that being a mixed up
mess of both radiclogical contaminants, uranium and radium,
chemical wastes, some of which are classified as
carcinogenic, volatile inorganic and organic compounds, as
well as high levels of heavy metals; including lead and

arsenic.

The presence of high grade radiocactive materials
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had complicated the cleanup process at Shpack. Since 1979,
when the RAD contamination was first detected, numerocus
agencies were called upon to investigate the site; including
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the US Department of
Energy. The acronym for that is DOE.

In 1980, the DOE removed approximately 800 pounds
of radiological contaminated material from the surface of
the site. Ultimately, the responsibility for dealing with
the uranium and radium fell to the US Army Corps of
Engineers, ACE. Their plan is to excavate, remove and
dispose of, off site, all radiological wastes that exceeds
standard levels for human health and safety.

Considering the fact that these hot spots are not
isolated or centralized, but widely scattered all over the
property, a map identifying the hot spots looks like a bad
case of the measles, and the fact that the radiological
contamination does not lie on the surface but goes-to a
depth of up to 20 feet, it is safe to assume that the
activities undertaken by the Army Corps, the first
responders on this site, will greatly decrease the amount of
waste material left for the EPA.

Is it logical even to a layman, just glancing at
the big picture, to see that the lion’s share of the waste
material on this site will be taken away by the Army Corps.

In most of the dump, the contaminants are
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commingled. The radiological with the chemicals and heavy
metals. The construction crew working for the Army Corps
must continue digging and removing until they reach the
perimeter where soil tests indicate they are clear of
radiological contamination.

Even in the EPA’s current plan, their estimated
volume of RAD material expected to be removed by the ACE is
several thousand yards less than the Corps’ estimate, and a
spokesman for the Army Corps admits that their own estimates
always fall short of the actual amount of material they
windup removing.

The excavation, removal and disposal by the Army
Corps of all the radiclogical contaminates, which cover the
site heterogeneously and go to considerable depth, will also
take out and away much of the chemical and heavy metal waste
leaving less material for the Environmental Protection
Agency to have to deal with.

To those reviewing the Feasibility Study, FS,
intended to support EPA’s chosen plan, it does not appear
that this has been given adequate attention.

Alsco, in the FS, has the draft considered the most
or likely that most, or likely all of the soil with combing
of waste will already have been removed from the site by the
Corps, or did the authors of this report factor in disposal

costs that the contractor working for the possible
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responsible party, PRP Group under EPA, will be charged
factoring it at the highest cost, which is associated with
combing of the waste? ’

It is apparent that the Feasibility Study is
flawed in overestimating the amount of contaminated material
the PRP’'s working with EPA will be left to deal with and,
also, overestimating, on top of that, the disposal costs.

In fact, the cleanup alternative preferred by the Town of
Norton would cost considerably less than reports for the EPA
indicate.

It should be noted here that the draft final
Feasibility Study, dated June 17th, 2004, was prepared by
ERM, Environmental Resources Management, "“"For the Shpack
Steering Committee."

I expect many people reading this testimony
understand that the Shpack Steering Committee is, in fact,
the PRP Group, responsible parties; six companies being held
responsible for the contamination at Shpack and the cost to
cleanup the contamination that is not radiological.

The Shpack, thebshpack Steering Committee should
not be viewed as unbiased. They are a special interest
group whose'goal must be to get EPA to accept a cleanup plan

that lets them off the hook as quickly, easily and cheaply

as possible.

It is obvious that EPA has complied choosing the
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alternative that, above all, satisfies the PRP needs, but
still, according toAEPA officials, meets the criteria for —
their task under Superfiund. It would appear a-—new line time
has been added to the EPA’s list of qualifying criteria;
that being PRP satisfaction.

Why would the US Environmental Protection Agency
go in this, go in this direction? Perhaps, because having
the Shpack Site still on their national priority list of
Superfund Sites, after almost 20 years, is an embarrassment.

More embarrassing for EPA and -incomprehensible is
the fact that after four and a half years of working with
the Town of Norton, or so we thought; after 13 public -
meetings in the Town of Norton, and five swmialler meetings
where the Ad Hoc Shpack Technical Committee discusséd reuse
scenarios for this site the agency pretends it just doesn’t
get 1it.

At the 11th hour, they pull the rug out from under
us with this stupid plan. Instead of negotiations occurring
between EPA and the PRP Group, which were suppose to start
after the upcoming record of decision and take one to two
years, the Environméﬁta}*Protection Agency has instead put
the Town of Norton in the extremely difficult position of
having to negotiate for an acceptable cleanup plan.

Although fully engaged in this process for the

entire period, I never saw this coming. Had there been an
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inkling to us during the four and a half year process, that,
in the end, this cover and cap plan would be EPA’'s preferred
alternative for remedial action at the Shpack Superfund
Site, we would have had an opportunity to fight back and
time to change the course of EPA’s decision.

In four and a half years of discussions with EPA,
the project manager, who has been on this Superfund Site
since the beginning, never, ever, in our presence, uttered
the word “cap".

While I would not be here tonight if I thought it
was too late to alter their course, obviously, EPA has put
the Town of Norton at a tremendous disadvantage.

One of the criteria the US Environmental
Protection Agency must consider, must consider in their
record of decision for cleanup of Superfund sites is
community acceptance.

Let us all be perfectly clear here. The Town of
Norton is united and steadfast in our opposition to EPA‘s
preferred Alternative SC-2B, which does not meet the needs
of the community now or in the future. It does not provide
a remedy, does not allow reuse ¢of a site for passive
recreation, does not have permanence as in a permanent
solution, and places an unfair burden on the Town.

The Town, further, the Town of Norton is united

and steadfast in our declaration that Alternative SC --
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SC-3B is not only the preferred alternative of the Town, it
is the only acceptable alternative for the Town. .

Any alternative which provides a level of cleanup
lower than the SC-3B will be unacceptable. We do expect
EPA’'s final chosen plan of action and record of decision to
support Alternative SC-3B for remedial action at the Shpack
Superfund Site.

Finally, if my state tax dollars are going to the
Massachusetts Department of Envifonmental Protection, DEP,
to support this plan, I’m not going to pay, and if my
federal tax dollars are going to the US Environmental

Protection Agency to propose this dumb plan, I'm not going

to pay.

Thank you.

{(Applause.}

MS. STUDLIEN: Angela, are there any other
speakers?

MS. BONARRIGO: No, that’s it.

MS. STUDLIEN: Pardon?

MR. LEDERER: No one else has signed--

MS. STUDLIEN: I‘m sorry. Is there any other
person that wants to speak?

(No verbal response.)

MS. STUDLIEN: ©Okay. Thank you, very much, for

participating in the hearing, and, please, remember that the
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public comment period for making written comments doesn’t
close until August 25th.

This hearing is now officially closed.
(Whereupon, on August 4th, 2004, at 8:45 p.m., the

above-entitled public hearing is closed.)
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J-2B-2004 8:18AM FROM CP RICH PLUMBING CO 5882854304 p.2

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

- Ta Dave Lederer
US. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
_FAX (617) 918 — 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

i

August 2004

Tam wntmg to express my firm opposition to the EPA's proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.

EPA’s preferred altemative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy™. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of déaling with it, in the near and distaat future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Altemnative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they descrve, ﬁ 7
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MASSACHUSETTS SENATE

STATE HOUSE. BOSTON 02133-1053

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS o e
EEVEIAE S
siti Sy M .

SENATOR JO ANN SPRAGUE
BRISTOL AND NORFOLK DISTRICT
ATTLEBORO: WARD 3, PRECINCT 8B, WARD 4,

WARD 5 WARD 6. MANSFIELD. NORTON. REHOBOTH

SEEKONK. DOVER. FOXBOROUGH. MEDFIELD.
SHARON. PRECINCTS 1. 4. AND 5. WALPOLE

308 EttMm STREET
WAL POLE, MA 02081
Ter. (508) 668 6511
Fax {S508) 668-5713

Mr. David Lederer

August 5, 2004

) I T U

e e

ROOM 206. STATE HOUSE
Yeo {617y 722-1222
FAX (5171 722 1055

COMNMITTEES"
WAYS AND MEANS
PLIBLIC SAFE1Y
JAXATION
EDUCATION. ARTS f HINAANS IS
PUBLIC SERVICE
SCIENCE & TECHNOI GGV
LOCAL AFFAIRS

F-Mail: JSprague®senate state.ma.us

US EFA
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

RE: Shpack Superfund Site Cleanup

Dear Mr. Lederer:

i am writing on behalf of my constituents in the Town of Norton to strongly -
support the Town’s choice of SC-3b as the best cleanup alternative for the Shpack
Superfund Site. Tam steadfast in my opposition to thc EPA’s choice of SC-2b as the best
cleanup alternative.

7

My constituents and I demand that the old Shpack Dump property be returned to a
safe enough condition that it can be used for passive recreation within the Norton
Conservation Commission’s Open Space Plan. This use conforms to our understanding
of what the term “use” has meant during the meetings between the Adhoc Shpack
Committee, the Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. EPA.

The EPA alternative, SC-2b, will remove only some clements of the waste and
contain the remaining contaminants under a cap. We know that caps deteriorate, which
could re-initiate the pollution cycle. Also, SC-2b would not allow my constituents the
kind of use they had been led to expect. The requirement of fencing and a “No
Trespassing” sign is evidence that SC-2b would not be a full fledged cleanup, therefore.
the Town and its cttizens would be left to bear the burden of fighting future
contamination and policing problems at the site.

The EPA’s decision in this case should not be bascd on what the remediation
costs. but on what is in the best Jong term interest for Massachusetts citizens, all of whom
are taxpayers with a vested interest in a clean environment for our families. friends and

neighbors.
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Through the years, my Norton constituents have paid millions of doliars of their
hard earned money in taxes to the state and federal government. In this way, the
townspeople, for years, have paid for government actions that benefit not only

themselves, but actions that provide, also, for the common good for citizens throughout
this great country.

It is now time for the EPA to stand tall and acknowledge that the common good
requires a permanent and proper clean-up of environmentally unsafe waste. There is no
better use for our citizens’ tax dollars than to provide for the environmental safety of the

citizens residing in this area now, for the generations to follow, both of which will
ultimately be of benefit to all the citizens of our country.

Mr. Lederer, my constituents, their local officials and I, along with other state and
federal officials demand that government do the right thing for the environmental safety

of us and future generations by adopting choice SC-3b for the cleanup of the Shpack
Superfund Site.

We will be proud to stand by you in this action, and in doing so we will be proud
to say we won one for the environmental protection of our land and people.

Sincerely, /

— -

Ann Sprague
tate Senator
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At . 200 Superfund Records Center
SITE: Y pme i

Heather A. Graf BREAK: y

Citizens Activist, Town of Norton OTHER'-— M

229 N. Worcester St.
Norton, MA 02766
Ph. (508) 226 - 0898
FAX (508) 226 - 2835

To - Dave Lederer

US EPA

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Comments On the US Environmental Protection Agency’s “Proposed Plan For Cleanup
Of The Shpack Landfill Superfund Site, Tune 2004”

The US Environmental Protection Agency has always referred to the Shpack Site as a
“Landfill”. We never paid much mind to the use of the word. In hindsight, we should
have. Because now the EPA and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection Agency are attempting to justify their Cover & Cap proposal for Shpack, by
saying - “ all landfills are capped”. While we would not argue that landfills are typically
capped, we counter that the Shpack Site is not a landfill, and cannot be designated or
treated as such.

And while Isadore Shpack, accepted any waste that needed disposing of,, in order to fill
his wetland property, this site was in fact a privately owned & opevated Hlogal Dump.

The Shpack Superfund Site must be classified (and correctly dealt with) for what it is —
A Toxic Waste Dump, Not A Landfill!

The Shpack Dump Site also differs from landfills in having “Comimingled Waste
Materials”, that being - a mixed up mess of both radiological contaminants (uranium &
radium), chemical wastes (some of which are classified as carcinogenic), volatile
inorganic & organic compounds, ags well as high levels of heavy metals (inchiding lead &
arsenic).

The presence of high-grade radioactive materials has complicated the cleanup process at
Shpack. Since 1978, when the rad contamination (including enriched uranium) was first
detected, numerous agencies were called upon to investigate the site, including the
Department of Environmental Quality Engineering (DEQE), the Nuclear Regulatory
Cornmission (NRC), & the US Department of Energy (DOE). In 1980 the DOE removed
approximately 900 pounds of radiological contaminated material from the surface of the
site, which was transported to the Oak Ridge National Laboratories in Tennessee.

Ultimately the responsibility for dealing with the uraninm & radium fell to the Us Army
Corps of Engineers (ACE). Their plan is to excavate, remove and dispose of (off site) all
radiological waste that exceeds standard levels for human bealth & safety.

Qameg SWas
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Considering the fact that these hot spots are not isolated or centralized, but widely
scattered all over the property (a map identifying the hot spots looks like a bad case of the
measles), and the fact that the radiological contamination does not lie on the surface, but
gocs to a depth of up to 20 feet, it is safe to assume that the activities undertaken by the
Army Corps (first responders on site) will greatly decrease the amount of waste material
left for the EPA. It is logical, even to a layman, just glancing at the big picture, to see that
the lion’s share of the waste material on this site, will be taken away by the Army Corps.

In most of the dumnp; the contaminants are commingled, the radiological with the
chemicals and heavy metals. The construction crew working for the Army Corps must
continue digging & remaoving until they reach the perimeter where soil tests indicate they
are ¢lear of radiological contamination. Even in the EPA’s current plan, their cstimated
volume of rad material, expected to be removed by the ACE, 1s several thousand yards
Jess than the Corps’ estimate. And a spokesman for the Army Corps admits that their own

estimates always fall short of the actual amount they wind up removing.

The excavation, removal & disposal (by the Army Corps) of all the radiological
contaminants (which cover the site heterogeneously, and go to considerable depth) will
incvitably also take out and away - much of the volatile organic & inorganic compounds,
including chemical & heavy metal waste, leaving far less material for the Environmental
Protection Agency to dea] with. To thosc reviewing the Feasibility Swudy (FS), intended
to support EPA’s chosen plan, it does not appear that this has been given adequate
attention, in fact it has been ignored.

Also io the FS, Question? - Has the dmaft considered that most (or likely all) of the soil
with commingled waste will have already been removed from the site by the Corps? Or
did the authors of this report factor in disposal fees (that the contractor working for the
Possible Responsible Party (PRP) Group, under EPA) - will be charged, af the high cost
associated with commingled waste?

It is apparent that this Feasibility Study s flawed, in over estimating the amoumt of
contaminated matcrial the PRPs (working with EPA) will be left to deal with, and over
estimating (on top of that) the disposal costs.

In fact the cleanup altemative preferred by the Town of Norton would cost considerably
less than reports for the EPA indicate.

it should be noted here that the “Draft Final Feasibility Study” dated June 17, 2004 was
prepared by ERM (Environmental Resources Management) “For The Shpack Steering
Committee”. | expect many people reading this testimony, understand that the Shpack
Steering Committee - is in fact the PRP Group {responsible partics), six companics being
held responsible for the contamination at Shpack and the cost to clean up the
contamination that is not radiological.
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The Shpack Steering Committee should not be viewed as unbiased. They are a special
interest group, whose goal must be to get EPA to accept a cleanup plan that lets them off
the hook as quickly, easily and cheaply as possible. It is obvious that EPA has complied -
choosing the alternative that above all satisfics the PRPs” needs, but still (at least
according to EPA officials) - meets the criteria for their task under Superfund.

It would appear a new line itemn has been added to the EPA’s list of qualifying criteria -
that being PRP satisfaction!

Why would the US Environmental Protection Agency go in this direction? Perhaps,
because having the Shpack Site stifl on EPA’s “National Priority List (NPL) of
Superfund Sites™, after almost 20 years is an emubarrassment.

In its haste to de-list the Shpack Site, the Environmental Protection Agency (in a mad
dash to the September 30, 2004 finish line), is rushing to approve a plan which ignores
EPA’s stated goals & responsibilities. In choosing SC-2b as their “Preferred Alternative”
the Environmental Protection Agency has given notice that it js renouncing its
commitment to the Town of Norton.

‘What should be most embarrassing for the EPA, and what I find incomprehensible, is the
fact that after 4 & % years of working with the Town of Norton (or so we thought), after
13 public meetings in the Town of Norton, and five smaller meetings - where the Ad Hoc
Shpack Techaical Committee discussed reuse scenarios for the site, this agency pretends
it just didn’t get it!

And at the eleventh hour, they pull the rug out from under us with this stupid plan.
Instead of negotiations occurring between EPA & the PRP Group (which were supposed
1o start afler the Record of Decision, and take 1 to 2 years), the Environmental Protection
Agency has put the Town of Norton in the extremely difficuit position of having to be the
ones negotiating, just to get an acceptable cleanup plan. Although fully engaged with this
project for the entire 4 and ¥; ycar period, I never saw this coming.

Had there been an inkling among any of us involved with the process, that in the end -
this “Cover & Cap Plan™ would be EPA’s preferred altemative for remedial action at the
Shpack Superfund Site, we would have had an opportunity to fight back and time to
change the coarse of EPA’s decision. Since December 1999, in the 4 & ¥ year period of
discussions with EPA, the Project Manager (who has been on this Superfund Site since
the begiming) never, ever, in our presence (prior to June 2004) uttered the word “cap”.
While I would not be here tonight, if I thought it was too late to alter their coarse,
obviously EPA has put the Town of Norton at a tremendous disadvantage.

One of the criteria the US Environmental Protection must copsider in their Reéord of
Decision for cleanup of Superfund sites is - “ Community Acceptance”. Let us all be
perfectly clear on this critical point -
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The Town of Norton is united and steadfast in its opposition to the EPA’s Preferred
Alternative SC ~2b, which: does not meet the needs of the community now or in the
future, does not provide a remedy, does not allow reuse of the site for the coramunity’s
intended use - passive recreation, does not have permancnce (as in 2 permanent solution),
and places an unfair burden on the town, now and in the future.

The Town of Norton is united and steadfast in its declaration that altemative SC - 3b is

not only the Preferred Alternative OF the town, it is the only acceptable alternative FOR
the town,

Any alternative, which provides a level of cleanup lower than SC-3b will be
unacceptable to the Town of Norton.

We do expect EPA’s final chosen plan of action, and Record of Decision to support
Alternative SC ~ 3b for “Remedial Action” at the Shpack Superfund Site.

Should the US Envirommental Protection Agency choose 1o ignore our reasonable
demand -

Be it resolved — The Town of Norten will have no reservations about appropriating
the necessary funds to take whatever legal action which may be required

to secure the SC-3b REMEDY.

Tt is our obligation now to ensure that the Shpack Toxic Waste Dump is not left as a
legacy to future generations, and we will not be deterred.

Finally, if my state tax dollars are going to the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection,

To Support EPA’s Proposed Plan —
I’m Not Going To Pay!

And if my federal tax dollars are going to the US Environmental Protection Agency

To Propose This Dumb Plan —
’m Not Going To Pay!

Heather A, Graf
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Heather A. Graf, Coordinator BREAK: o
Citizens Advisory Shpack Team QTHER:
229 N. Worcester St. - T

Norton, MA 02766
Ph. {508) 226 — 0898
FAX (508) 226 — 2835

Dave Lederer

US EPA, Region 1

1 Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Ph. (617)918 - 1325

FAX (617)918 — 0325

Re: Public Comment Period for EPA’s Proposed “Cleanup Plan for the Shpack Landfill

Superfund Site” - :

Please consider this a formal request (in a timely fashion), on behalf of the Town of
Norton - for a 30 day extension of the Public Comment Period, on EPA’s “Proposed Plan
for the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site, Norton, MA” dated June 2004.

Thirty days is not nearly enough time to review, digest and discuss: (1) The “Draft Final
phase 1B Remedial Investigation Report” (Prepared by ERM, under contract with the
“Shpack Steering Committee”, AKA ~ The PRP Group), dated June 17, 2004, (2) The
“Draft Final Feasibility Study for the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site” (Prepared by
ERM, under contract with the “Shpack Steering Committee”, AKA — The PRP Group),
dated June 17, 2004, (3) *“The Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment” (Prepared by
Metcalf & Eddy, under contract with EPA), dated June 2004, and {4) The *“Draft
Raseline Ecological Risk Assessment” (Prepared by Metcalf & Eddy, under contract with
* EPA), dated June 14, 2004.

Thirty days is certainly not enough time to formulate logical, intelligent, concise &
coherent comments on this plan, or the voluminous documents in support of EPA’s Plan.

Assuming the original deadline for public comments was (“postmarked by™} July 26,
2004, extending the period another 30 days (60 day total} - should make the new
deadline, as requested here — no earlier than August 24, 2004,

This request sent by FAX, Thursday, July 1, 2004 at 4:15 PM. Hard copy to follow.

Heﬁafher A. Graf P ,

Cc: CAST DistributiotrLidt /
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Richard Krumm

To Dave Lederer/R?/USEPNUS@@gv\nr an-d Beeorde Center
<RLK117T@peoplopc.c .
om> Sub;ect Shpack Proposed "Cleanup” SIT: _ ,S;/ / /f/ C’ /
07/28/2004 06:01 PM BRAK N %: E
OTH"'"' ‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ }
My dear Mr. Lederer,

Just whose environment are you supposed to be protecting? Certainly not the environment in Norton, where you
propose leaving a site that is badly contaminated for future residents to deal with

How on earth can you in good conscience propase such a "solution™ to this problem afler promusing for years that
your agency will clean up the site?

The citizens of Norton strongly oppose your proposed plan. Our elected representatives, both at the state level as
well as at the federal government level, also have expresessed their opposition

You claim that you will take under advisement the will of the citizens in arriving at your decision
1 hope that you are sincere in that promise.

If so, T think you should reconsider your recommended plan and opt instead for your Alternative CS-3b

Richard L. Krumm

\
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July 14,2004

Heather A. Graf, Coordinator
Citizens Advisory Shpack Team

229 N. Worcester St.

Norton, MA 02766

Ph. (508) 226 — 0898

FAX (508) 226 — 2835

To —~ Dave Lederer

US EPA

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Position Paper For The Citizens Advisory Shpack Team (CAST)
Comments On the US Environmental Protection Agency’s “Proposed Plan For Cleanup
Of The Shpack Landfill Superfund Site, June 2004

Our position is clear. We are united and steadfast in our opposition to EPA’s “Preferred
Alternative — SC-2b”, which does not meet the needs of the community now, or in the
future.

We are united and steadfast in our declaration that Alternative SC-3b is not only the
Preferred Alternative Of The Town of Norton, but the Only Acceptable Alternative For
The Town of Norton.

Please make note under EPA’s “Modifying Criteria™ for approval of the cleanup plan —
(that being) “Community Acceptance”, that EPA’s Preferred Alternative SC-2b gets an
“unsatisfactory rating™.

We expect EPA’s final chosen plan of action, and Record of Decision to support the
modification requested here — changing to Alternative SC-3b for “Remedial Action™.

EPA’s Preferred Alternative SC-2b does not provide a remedy, as promised by the
Agency. (Ref. Numerous documents - including meeting handouts etc., EPA’s web page-
New England Superfund Site, Shpack Landfill, 8/31/00 — “Cleanup Approach, The site is
being addressed in a long-term remedial phase focusing on cleaning up the entire site.”
Remedy is understood to mean “ the removal of evil, to make right, correct”™. It is not
intended to be a partial or temporary fix, but a total and permanent restoration of the
property to a safe condition for reuse.

Quote from EPA spokesman John Sebastian “ The goal is to retumn the property to a safe
enough condition so that it can be used again”. (Boston Globe, 8/11/91)

Superfund Records Center
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The Shpack property is owned by “The Inhabitants of the Town of Norton, through its
Conservation Commission — for administration, control & maintenance as provided for in
Section 8C of Chapter 40 of the Massachusetts General Laws”. (Ref. Deed signed June 1,

1981, transfer of property from Lea Shpack to the Town of Norton). As such the land is
designated as Open Space, intended for Passive Recreation.

The Ad hoc Shpack Committee, appointed by the Board of Selectmen, to work with the
Army Corps of Engineers, on Re-Use Scenarios for the Shpack Site (July 2002 — Jan.
2003) selected the reuse option of Passive Recreation, with the Army Corps” approval.

According to The Environmental Protection Agency’s Directive - “Land Use in the
CERCLA (Superfund) Remedy Selection Process” 5/25/95 “The EPA believes that early
community involvement, with a particular focus on the community’s future uses of
property should result in 2 more democratic decision-making process; greater community

support for remedies selected as a result of this process; and more expedited, cost-
effective cleanups.”

According to The Environmental Protection Agency’s —* Reuse Assessment Guide”,
“The scope and level of detail of the reuse assessment should be site-specific and tailored
to the complexity of the site, the extent of contamination. .. and the density of
development in the vicinity of the site.”

It should be noted here that there has been a tremendous increase in residential
development on Maple St. (at the rear of the Shpack site). And an increase is also
anticipated on Union Rd., once the town water main is extended.

“The Superfund land use Directive states that in cases where the future land use is
relatively certain, the remedial action objective(s) generally should reflect this land use.”

“Reuse assessments should have greatest applicability to sites with waste materials on the
surface and/or contaminated soil.” .

“EPA is responsible for ensuring that reasonable assumptions regarding land use are
considered in the selection of a response action.”

Workshops were conducted with the Army Corps, and the committee appointed to
represent the Town of Norton & City of Attleboro, to consider reuse scenarios for the
property. The Project Manager for EPA attended these 5 meetings, and was aware of
Norton's intentions for future use of the site. Stil}, there was no effort by EPA personnel
to discuss with, or involve the community in “assumptions regarding land use” of the site.

It was only after EPA announced their preferred alternative, June 23, 2004 (at the 14™
public meeting, 4+ years after the first public meeting), that Norton officials & citizens
realized the Environmental Protection Agency was not factoring in to the selection of
their “cleanup” plan - the community’s intent for future use, EPA’s plan — which includes
fencing off & securing the site to restrict access, institutional controls & monitoring, with
human health risk potential considered only for an adjacent resident and “trespassers”,
made it clear that EPA had totally ignored the Town’s intended reuse of the site
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(that being passive recreation, within the Norton Conservation Commission’s Open
Space Plan).

The Environmental Protection Agency’s own standards for - ** Selection of a Response
Action” had been absent from the EPA process in the assessment of the Shpack Site.

{A process, which in its most recent running with the public in Norton has taken 4 & 1/2
years). ’

Since December 1999, when representatives from EPA and the US Army Corps of
Engineers came to Norton, to discuss renewed investigations at the site, and at 13 public
meetings from February 2000 to November 2003, EPA gave the same presentation:

The Army Corps would first excavate and dispose of (off-site) all the radiological waste
(uranium & radium), then the EPA, working with the “Possible Responsible Party” (PRP)
Group, under Superfund, would cleanup the remaining contaminants (chemicals & heavy -
metals).

We understood cleanup to mean “removal (excavation and off-site disposal) of all
contaminated materials from the site that pose an unacceptable risk”, not just the
radiological waste, and some dioxin & PCB contaminated soil.

The EPA’s preferred alternative does not accomplish this.

EPA’s plan (after the Army Corps has removed the radiological waste), is to excavate
only soil & sediment that is close to the surface in 2 certain wetland area (even though
EPA admits “the waste extends to 15 feet below the water table in some wetland portions
of the site™), to consolidate waste from the one wetland and leave it in an upland area on
site. EPA plans to remove only the soil that is contaminated with dioxin or PCB for off-
site disposal. The majority of the chemical & heavy metal contaminated soil (the
responsibility of EPA & PRP Group), in addition to that transferred from the wetlands to

a central on- site Jocation, would be left in place, some portion of which would be
covered over with a cap.

The only alternative acceptable to residents of the Town of Norton SC-3b would —
“Remove all radiological and chemically contaminated materials from the site that pose
an unacceptable risk. As a result, alternative SC-3 provides the greatest degree of overall
protection.” *“ Both chemical and radiological source materials exceeding cleanup levels
would be permanently removed from the site, thereby ensuring that this remedy remains
effective in the long-term.” “SC-3 would greatly reduce the toxicity of the material that
remains at the site to acceptable levels. Because all soil and sediment above cleanup

levels will be removed from the property, both the volume and mobility of contamination
is greatly eliminated”.

EPA maintains that Norton's preferred alternative provides only “slightly greater
protection at a significantly greater cost”. We counter that the opposite is true.
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The difference in cost (EPA’s preferred alternative at $30 million & Norton’s selected
remedy at $50 million) is insignificant compared with the enormous disparity between
the two plans. EPA’s — “Capping Alternative” = Contain & Cover.

The community’s chosen remedy = Removal.

Considering the most expensive alternative in the Feasibility Study, rings in at $126
million, the plan chosen by the Town of Norton is a compromise, alrcady meeting EPA &

the PRP Group halfway. It is also not an unreasonable sum of money to expect for this
project.

Along the way, we were reminded that the contract between the PRPs & EPA was for
the investigative phase only, no design or construction of remedial measures, and that
negotiations for the actual cleanup could take 1-2 years. Norton officials & citizens
accepted this, expecting that the Environmental Protection Agency’s “high standards”
would require an extensive cleanup, at a fairly high cost to the responsible parties.

Given the EPA’s preferred alternative — actually the least expensive, easiest and quickest
action, that could be reasonably considered, the PRP Group should jump at it.
Nowhere in the EPA’s list of criteria for approval of their cleanup plan, is —

‘PRP Satisfaction’.

But it does appear that The Environmental Protection Agency is making PRP Satisfaction
a top priority, and placing the Town of Norton in the totally unexpected and extremely

difficult position of having to be the ones negotiating with the EPA, now at the eleventh
hour.

The time frames, and impacts on the community, between the two alternatives being
considered for the EPA/PRP construction phase of the cleanup, are not that different.
“Both are easily implementable.” “The personnel, equipment and materials required to
implement each of these technologies are readily available™. Impacts to air quality and to
local roads can be managed by good construction practices and working with the
community,

On this issue, we do request that EPA consult with Town Officials: the Board of
Selectmen, Board of Health, Norton Police Department and Norton Fire & Rescue, with
regard to truck routes and times of transport.

EPA’s preferred alternative, which requires long-term monitoring of the still
contaminated capped parcel - by the PRP Group, is unacceptable, and could result in a
permanent financial and regulatory burden for the Town of Norton. While the town is
given assurances that the PRP companies, entering into the consent agreement with EPA,
are financially stable at that time, there is no guarantee that will still be the case “long-
term”.

Should those parties disappear from the corporate universe, or simply bail out on Shpack,
the Town of Norton (with the longest standing on the PRP list - as owners of the
property) could be left holding the bag. The other scenario, we are told could occur, is for
the State to be left with the responsibility of Operation & Maintenance of the site.
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It is irresponsible for the Environmental Protection Agency to maintain the Shpack Site
can be secured with fencing. Even though it has been on the EPA’s National Priority List
of Superfund sites since 1986, the Consent Order was signed with the PRPs in 1990, and
extensive investigative work was done on site by ERM (under contract with the PRP
Group) in 1993, neither EPA nor the PRPs were monitoring the site for security, even
though they knew the dangers posed to anyone who entered the property unprotected.

The old fence (put up in the 1980s) was busted through, the small green “No
Trespassing” sign was falling down (and hardly threatening even in its better days), a
small person could slip through the chain- connected gate, and the property could be
entered from the ALI side. The Environmental protection Agency is fully aware of the

unsafe, unsecured state the Shpack Superfund Site was left in, for a period of at least ten
year - while supposedly on EPA’s watch.

Beer cans, shot gun casings etc. provided evidence of trespassers onto the contaminated
land, likely others curious about an old dump site ventured there as well, individuals who
had no idea what lay beneath them.

Under the EPA’s plan, the Human Health Risk was calculated based on the adjacent
resident entering the property, and trespassers. The impacts on human health are
dependent on many variables, including age of the person, which 1s impossible to
determine with “trespassers”, or even adjacent resident, as that person, or persons will
undoubtedly change.

The 5- acre parcel of land, on which the Shpack residence sits, not including the house
was valued at $86,700 in the year 2000 (in spite of its location). Even if the house falls
down, a family could build a new home there - not inconceivable down the road,

particularly with town water being supplied under EPA’s plan, and land at a premium in
Norton.

The extension of the town water main to the end of Union Road, (Attleboro Line), also
raises concerns over increased development in the residentially zoned area near the site,
which will expose more residents to EPA’s “accepted minimum risks” at Shpack. It will
likely also bring an increased number of trespassers & vandals, thereby increasing
exposures, as well as maintenance and policing costs. The burden of monitoring &
ensuring security at the site will fall on the town. Additionally, and significantly - the
Norton Fire Department could be called upon, should an emergency (fire, explosion,
personal injury ete.) occur on the site.

Capped sites do present additional problems: with the buildup of gases beneath the liner,
venting of gases - which creates air pollution & odors, maintaining the security and
efficient operation of the systems, the noise associated with operations, as well as the
threat of an explosion or fire.
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The residents of this area have already endured the hardships & health hazards associated
with the capping of ALI (Attleboro Landfill Inc.), which abuts the Shpack Site.

There is legitimate concern that flooding (particularly at this location, adjacent to
Chartley Pond), erosion or other natural occurrences, as well as man made factors, will
cause detertoration of the cap. Even if we could trust some entity, outside the town, to
guarantee effective monitoring, operation & management of the site for 30 years, what
happens after that? Will Norton still be stuck with a mess that needs to be cleaned up, at
some unbearable cost to the town?

We did not invite or encourage this blight on our community. It is not our responsibility
to clean up a mess we had no part in making. But it is our problem (a problem many of us
feel has had serious consequences, and will continue to have — if not dealt with properly).

In response to the rationalization that “typically” all landfills are capped - The Shpack
Site, if it is anything — It is not typical. In fact, although residential & industrial waste
was disposed of there (in order to fill a wetland), the Shpack Superfund Site does not
technically fit in the category of municipal landfills, and the standards and regulations
applied to those licensed facilities (like the neighboring ALI), should not be assumed the
rule for Shpack, which was in fact a privately owned & operated illegal dump.

Once the Shpack Site is properly cleaned up, we do expect a “cap” - that being a cover of
clean soil and grass, to return the land to as near a natural state, as possible.

EPA’s scheduling of this critical part of the decision making process (the presentation of
their cleanup plan, the public comment period and the public hearing) — from the end of
June through August, is unfortunate. It was evident at the public meeting held June 23,
2004 in Norton (two days after school recessed), that attendance and interest had
diminished. This can be partially attributed to formerly interested parties - being sick &
tired of all things Shpack, or bored (after four years and thirteen public meetings -
rehashing the same old stuff). The decline in attendance for the end of June meeting can

also be attributed to summer vacations and other pleasant distractions, which occupy
much of the public’s time.

The Environmental Protection Agency’s announcement of their proposed plan — June 23,
2004, and the timing of the comment period & public hearing, is such that -
(intentionally, or not), the EPA & PRP Group can feel fairly confident that the number of
commenters will be significantly lower, than at any other time of the year.
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In Conclusion: The US Environmental Protection Agency’s Proposed Plan For The
Cleanup of the Shpack Superfund Site, 2004, their “Preferred Alternative SC-2b»
(The Capping Alternative) — Is Unacceptable To The Town Of Norton Because:

It does not adequately address the community’s planned reuse of the site.
It appears (contrary to the Environmental Protection Agency’s own stated policy), this
was not a consideration by EPA in the selection of their response action. ’

EPA’s preferred alternative is not as effective in the long or the short term, as Norton’s
preferred alternative.

EPA’s proposed plan does not provide a permanent solution.
The contaminants left on site pose an unacceptable level of residual risk.
EPA’s preferred alternative leaves the Town of Norton with a still contaminated site.

The Town should not have to tolerate the stigma attached to a toxic waste Superfund Site
any longer.

The EPA’s proposed plan places an unfair burden on Norton's Police & Fire
Departments.

[t could also result in a permanent financial & regulatory burden on the Town.

The Norton Board of Health cannot support the EPA’s preferred alternative, and strongly
recommends implementation of cleanup alternative SC-3b (Ref. Letter July 8, 2004)

The Norton Board of Selectmen voted to support EPA’s altemnative SC-3b (July 14, 2004
meeting).

The EPA’s Proposed Plan is not considered to be a “Remedy”.

It is our position that Norton’s Preferred Alternative, SC-3b is a fair compromise, at a
realistic cost to EPA & the PRP Group. This alternative is easily implementable, with an
acceptable time frame, to provide a reasonable and permanent solution - to the decades
old problem of the Shpack Superfund Site.

Finally, we hope the US Environmental Protection Agency is sincere when it says
“YOUR OPINION COUNTS!™ “If you have comments regarding EPA’s proposed
cleanup plan for the site, we want to hear from you before making a final decision.”

Heather A. Graf




Paul Farrington, PE. Chairman TOWN OF NORTON

Frederick J. Watson, RS Clerk
Robert Curry, Health Agent
Gary Covino, Health Agent Commonwealth of Massachusetts

Phone: (508) 285-8263

Nors Mmoo T C. Board of Health

Public Health Nurse 70 East Main Street Norton, MA 02766
July 8, 2004

Dave Lederer

U.S. EPA

1 Congress Sy, Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston MA 02114

Re: Comments
Proposed Cleanup Plan
Shpack Landfill Superfund Site

Dear Sir,

The Town of Norton Board of Health appreciates this opportunity to comment of the Propesed Cleanup
Plan for the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site.

We cannot siupport any remediation alternative, which does not provide and overall protection of human
health and the environment. We are in general agreement, following the Public Information Meeting, that
the two altcrnatives deserving further consideration are SC-2 and SC-3 in their variations that provide
protection to the Adjacent Resident without Groundwater Consumption. That is SC-2B, the EPA’s
preferred altemnative and SC-3B.

Both of thesc aliernatives include installation of a waterline to two residences adjacent to the Superfund
Site. Recent history has shown that installation of 2 waterline in an area where development could occur
has invited residential development. The Board will not allow residential potable water wells in the area of
the Superfund Sitc. However, we cannot deny, nor can the Water Department, connection to a water main
installed adjacent to a property. It has been noted that much of the open land along the waterline routes 1s
conservation land. But, we belicve any developable land will be developed following the waterline
installation. We doubt that a restriction on connections would be enforceable and we have to agree with the
Water Department policy of sizing pipe installations for fire protection and future looping. So, any
waterhipe installed will have capacity for development.

We are concerned with the differences between the two altermatives in permancnce of the solution and
effectivencss in protecting the recreational or occasional user of the sitc. The least protective of the rwo
alternatives, SC-2B, consolidates waste is a new landfill area, seals if off from normal activities and
provides of monitoring and maintaining the new landfill. The Board presently maintains and monitors a
closed landfill. It has been subject to trespass, vandalism and damage from natural causes. There is an
ongoing concern that, at some time in the future, the Board will be required to meet some new regulation;
deal with some previousty undetected contaminant; or spend an inordinate sum dealing with bad laboratory
data. These same ongoing maintenance costs and concerns would apply to a new landfil! on the Shpack
Superfund Site. '

While EPA can argue that the cost of all future maintenance and monitoring of the Shpack Superfund Site
will the responsibility of the PRPs, we are concerned that the Town of Norton is a PRP. The Town is the
PRP with the longest history and will be around afier al the other PRPs disappear from the corporate
universe. The Town cannot be sold off to another company and disperse its liability. Most importantly,
should the Town be left holding the proverbial bag as the last PRP somewhere in the distant future or even
as one or several PRPs at some point in time, the Conmonwealth and Federal govemments have controf of
funding to the Town that could be used to coerce simple maintenance requirement or compliance for with
some future regulatory requirement.

The lack of permanence in the EPA’s preferred alternative will result in a permanent financial and
regulatory burden for the Town of Norton.

Page 1 of 2
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The Town of Norton Board of Health s concerned that the EPA's preferred alternative SC-2B is not as
effective as the other altcrnative, SC-3B, in the long term or short term. While it could be argued that the
new landfill on the Superfund Site in alternative SC-2B will result in better protection from the
consolidated wastes and less risk than the existing condition, the alternative will bring more people to the
area of the site as development occurs along the water line. More residents Hving closer to the site will
increase the “recreational” use site and number of residents exposed to the EPA accepted minimal risks.

The increased development will also increase the number of potential trespassers and vandals entering what
is supposed to be a secured landfill area thereby increasing exposures as well as maintenance costs. This ts
not a result that would be peculiar to Norton and we would expect that you have seen similar results in
other focations where landfills have been consolidated in residential arcas.

The Norton Board of Health cannot support the EPA’s preferred alternative and strongly recommends
implementation of cleanup alternative SC-3B - installation a water line and removal of all radiological and
chemically contaminated materials that pose and unacceptable risk.

The Norton Board of Health understands that there are potential impacts to the community from the
impiementation of the prefcrred ¢leanup plan and possibly more significant impacts from the alternative we

recommend. The impacts to air quality and to local roads by truck traffic can be managed by good
construction practices and working with the community.

The air quality of the areas surrounding the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site will not be derogated by any
cleanup activities on the site. Standard construction activities and strict monitoring can be specified and
implemented to assure this. The Board of Health may require that monitoring reports be provided to the
Board and may require specific monitoring during cleanup operations.

Spillage from rrucks leaving the site will not be acceptable and the rodds in the area of the Shpack Landfill
Superfund Site arc generally not in a condition to support long term truck operations. Again, standard
construction activities and strict monitoring can be specified and implemented to assure that materials are
not carried off the site onto local roads and that transported materials are not released from trucks. The

Board recommends that rail transport using the nearby rail lines be considered and implemented if at all
possible.

Activitics at the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site and the adjaccnt Attleboro Landfill will requirc removal of
miaterials and the import of cover materials. The Board recommends that rail transport using the nearby rail
lines be considered and implemented if at all possible. If rail transport cannot be implemented and the
existing road network must be used, the Board recommends that all parties involve, PRP, Corps of
Engineers, Attleboro Landfill Inc., Mass DEP, EPA work to improve specific roadways to a standard that
will support the level of traffic needed. The Board will work with local public safety officials the other
Town boards to reduce the impacts of truck raffic on the Town of Norton and its residents during
construction work at the Shpack Superfund Site.

Respectfully submitted.

Taown of Norton Board of Health

Frederick J. Watson, RS
Clerk

CcC: Town Manager
Board of Selectmen
CAST
Congressman — Bamey Frank

Page2of?2



Commonwealth of Massachsetis

Division of
Fisheries & Wildlife

MassWildlife
Wayne F. MacCallum, Director
July 30, 2004
David O. Lederer Superygd Heco:ius Center

Remedial Project Manager SITE: « y y /W CA—

USEPA, Region (

1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 BREAK: % J
Boston, MA 02114-2023 a—— 77

RE: Shpack Landfill Superfund Site Remediation
Norton & Attleboro
NHESP File No. 03-11882

Dear David:

Thank you for providing the Natwral Heritage & Endangered Species Program (NHESP) of the MA Division of
Fishertes and Wildlife with the Draft Final Phase | B Remedial Investigation Report for the Shpack Landfill Superfund
Site (dated 6/17/04). The NHESP would like to offer the following comments.

As indicated in the Shpack Landfill Habitat Assessment, the remediation site provides actual habitat for the
SpottedTurtle (Clemmys guttata), a state-protected rare species. In addition, the Marbled Salamander (dmbystoma
opacum) has been documented to occur in the vicinity of the proposed project site, and the site contains potential
habitat for this species. The Habitat Assessment also documents the presence of four vernal pools on the site.
Vemal pools provide important habitat for the Spotted Turtle and Marbled Salamander, and amphibians occurring
within vernal pools are a significant food source for the Spotted Turtle.

We request that any proposed remediation be designed to minimize impacts to the above-listed rare species and their
habitats, including vernal pools. In addition, a plan should be developed to restore rare species habitats once the
remediation is complete. The impact minimization and habitat restoration plan should be submitted to the NIHESP
for review and approval prior to start of work. Finally, if they haven’t done so already, we also request that
Environmental Resources Management submit Rare Animal Observation Forms and Vernal Poo! Certification
Forms to the NHESP, in order to document their observations reported in the Habitat Assessment.

If you have any questions about this letter, please call Jor Regosin, Ph.D. at (508) 792-7270, ext. 316.

Sincegely, ) A g
[%2]
o
K4
w
g
Thomas W. French, Ph.D. %
Assistant Director
o
(&}
2
ec: David Buckley, DEP =
Norton Conservation Commission o

Artleboro Conservation Commisssion

www.masswildlife org

Division of Fisheries and Wildlife

Field Headquarters, One Rabbit Hill Road, Westborough MA Q1581 (5083 792.7270 Fax (308) 792-7275

An Agency of the Depar!m;nr of Fisheries, Wildlife & Environmental Law Enforcement



TOWN OF NORTON
BOARD OF SELECTMEN Superfund Records Center
70 EAST MAIN STREET SITE: Q.///J O

MUNICIPAL CENTER, NORTON, MASS. 02766, AK-
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TELEPHONE (508) 285-0210 OTHER:

POSITION PAPER FOR THE TOWN OF NORTON

Comments on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
Proposed Plan For Cleanup Of The Shpack Landfill Superfund Site, June 2004

QOn behalf of its 18,000 rcsi‘dents, the Town of Norton Board of Selectmen hereby submits
its response to the EPA’s Proposed Plan For Clearup Of The Shpack Landfill Superfund
Site, as presented at the June 23, 2004, public meeting.

The position of the Board and the citizens of the Town is clear. We are united and
steadfast in our opposition to EPA’s Preferred Alternative — SC-2b, which does not meet
the needs of the community now or in the future. We are united and steadfast in our
declaration that Alternative SC-3b is the only acceptable alternative for the Town of
Norton.

OWNERSHIP/LAND USE

The Shpack property is owned by the Town of Norton, through its Conservation
Commission, “for administration, control and maintenance as provided for in Section 8C of
Chapter 40 of the Massachusetts General Laws” (see deed signed June 1, 1981, transfer of
property from Lea Shpack). As such, the land is designated as Open Space.

The Ad Hoc Shpack Committee, appointed by the Board of Selectmen to work with the
Army Corps of Engineers on reuse scenanos for the Shpack Site (July 2002 — January
2003), selected the reuse option of Passive Recreation, with the Army Corps’ approval.
Those decisions are consistent with the Norton Conservation Commission’s statutory
charge and underpin the Town’s Alternative SC-3b position. The Environmental

Protection Agency's Directive Land Use in the CERCLA (Superfund) Remedy Selection T
Process (5/25/95) states: b ==
) ) & =
“The EPA believes that early community involvement, with a particular focus = %
on the community’s future uses of property should result in 2 more democratic s =3
decision-making process; greater community support for remedies selected as =
> " . d . - o ==
a result of this process; and more expedited, cost-effective cleanups. S =
S ==
o=
===




Further, the Environmental Protection Agency’s Reuse Assessment Guide states:

“The scope and level of detail of the reuse assessment should be site-
specific and tailored to the complexity of the site, the extent of
contamination ... and the density of development in the vicinity of the
site.”

“The Superfund land use Directive states that in cases where the future
land use 1s relatively certain, the remedial action objective(s) generally
should reflect this land use.”

“EPA is responsible for ensuring that reasonable assumptions regarding
land use are considered in the selection of a response action.”

EPA’s current plan, which includes fencing off and securing the site, institutional controls
and monitoring, with human health risk potential considered only for an adjacent resident
and trespassers, clearly ignores the Town’s intended reuse of the site, that being Passive
Recreation within the Norton Conservation Commission’s Open Space Plan.

CLEAN UP

« Since December, 1999, when representatives from EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers came to Norton to discuss renewed investigations at the site, and at 13 public
meetings from February, 2000, to November, 2003, EPA gave the same presentation. The
Army Corps of Engineers would first excavate and dispose of off-site all the radiological
waste, including uranium and radium, then the EPA, working with the “Possible
Responstble Party” (PRP) Group, under Superfund, would clean up the remaining chemical
and heavy metal contaminants.

We understood “clean up” to mean excavation and off-site disposal of all contaminated
materials from the site that pose an unacceptable risk, not just the radiological waste, some
dioxin and PCB contaminated soil. '

The EPA’s preferred alternative does not accomplish this.

After the Army Corps has removed the radiological waste, the EPA’s plan is to excavate
only soil and sediment that is close to the surface in a certain wetland area, even though the
waste extends to 15 feet below the water table in some wetland portions of the site, to
consolidate this waste, and leave it in an upland area on site. QOutside of the wetland area,
EPA plans to remove only the soil that is contaminated with dioxin or PCBs for off-site
disposal. The majority of the chemical and heavy metal contaminated soil (the
responsibility of the EPA and PRP Group), and the aforementioned wetlands excavation
would be transferred to an on-site Jocation and be capped.




The only alternative acceptable to the Town of Norton, SC-3b would:

“Remove all radiological and chemically contaminated materials from the
site that pose an unacceptable risk. As a result, alternative SC-3 provides
the greatest degree of overall protection.”

“Both chemical and radiological source matenals exceeding cleanup Jevels
would be permanently removed from the site, thereby ensuring that this
remedy remains effective in the long term.”

“SC-3 would greatly reduce the toxicity of the material that remains at the
site to acceptable levels. Because all soil and sediment above cleanup levels
will be removed from the property, both the volume and mobility of
contamination is greatly eliminated.”

EPA maintains that Norton’s Preferred Alternative provides only “slightly greater
protection at a significantly greater cost”. We counter that the opposite is true. The
difference in cost is insignificant compared with the enormous disparity between the two
plans. EPA’s strategy is to contamn and cover; the community’s chosen remedy is removal.

EPA’s Preferred Alternative cost is approximately $29 million. The most expensive
alternative considered under their Feasibility Study exceeds $126 million. At $55 million,
the plan chosen by the Town of Norton is a compromise, already mecting EPA and the
PRP Group halfway. It is not an unreasonable demand given the true magnitude of this
problem. ‘

The time frames and impacts on the community, between the two alternatives being
considered for the EPA/PRP construction phase of the clean up, are not that different.
“Both are easily implementable.” “The personnel, equipment, and materials required to
implement each of these technologies are readily available.” Impacts to air quality and to
local roads can be managed by good construction practices and working with the
community.

POST CLEAN UP

EPA’s Preferred Altemative, which requires long-term monitoring of the still
contaminated, capped parcel by the PRP Group, is unacceptable and could result in a
permanent financial and regulatory burden for the Town of Norton. While the Town is
given assurances that the PRP companies entering into the Consent Agreement are now
financially stable, there is no guarantee that will hold true in the future.




Should those parties disappear from the corporate universe or simply bail out on Shpack,
the Town of Norton, with the longest standing on the PRP list as owner of the property,
could be left holding the bag. 1t s also possible that the State would be [eft with the
responsibility of operation and maintenance of the site.

It is naive for the Environmental Protection Agency to believe that the Shpack Site can be
secured with fencing. Over the last decade, neither EPA nor the PRPs have monitored the
site for security, even though they knew the dangers posed to anyone who entered the
property unprotected. Fences are broken, “no trespassing” signs are faded or have fallen,
and beer cans, shot gun casings, etc., provide evidence of trespassers onto the contaminated
land, likely others curious about an old dump site ventured there as well, individuals who
had no idea what lay beneath them.

Under the EPA’s plan, the Human Health Risk was calculated based on the adjacent
resident entering the property and trespassers. The impacts on human health are dependent
on many vanigbles, including age of the person, which is impossible to determine with
trespassers or the adjacent resident, as that person, or persons, will undoubtedly change.

% The extension of Norton’s water main to the end of Union Road at the Attleboro city line
raises concerns over new development in the residentially zoned area near the site, which
will expose more residents to EPA’s “accepted minimum risks™ at Shpack. Redevelopment
of the S-acre parcel of land on which the Shpack residence is situated is also likely.

In response to the rationalization that “typically” all landfills are capped, the Shpack site, if
it ts anything, is not typical. In fact, although residential and industnal waste were
disposed of there in order to fill a wetland, the Shpack Superfund Site does not technically
fit in the category of municipal landfills, and the standards and regulations apphed to those
licensed facilities (like the neighboring Attleboro Landfill, Inc.) should not be assumed the
rule for Shpack, which was in fact a privately owned and operated illegal dump.

Once the Shpack Site is properly cleaned up, we do expect a cap, that being a cover of
clean soil and grass, to return the land to as near a natural state as possible.

PROCESS

EPA’s scheduling of this critical part of the process (the presentation of its clean up plan,
the public comment period, and the public hearing) from the end of June through August is
unfortunate. Attendance at the public meeting of June 23, 2004, in Norton was very low
compared to past meetings. The low turnout can be attributed to summertime vacations
and other pleasant distractions which preoccupy much of the public. However, neither the
EPA nor the PRP Group should underestimate Norton’s resolve: We will exhaust all
regulatory, political, and legal means possible to effect the SC-3b solution.




CONCLUSIONS

The U_S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Proposed Plan For The Cleanup of the
Shpack Superfund Site, 2004, its Preferred Alternative SC-2b (The Capping Alternative) is
unacceptable to the Town of Norton because:

It does not adequately address the community’s planned reuse of the site, now or in the
future. It appears in fact that, contrary to the Agency’s own stated policy, this was not a

consideration in the selection of its response action.

EPA’s Preferred Alternative is not as effective, in the long term or the short term, as
Norton’s Preferred Alternative.

EPA’s proposed plan does not provide a permanent solution to our environmental
concems.

EPA’s Preferred Alternative leaves the Town of Norton with a still contaminated site and a
consequentially unacceptable level of residual risk.

The Town should not have to tolerate the stigma attached to a toxic waste Superfund Site
any longer.

SC-2b results in a permanent financial and regulatory burden on the Town.
The EPA’s Proposed Plan is not considered to be a “Remedy”.
It is the Board of Selectmen’s position that Norton’s Preferred Alternative SC-3b is a fair
compromise, at a realistic cost to EPA and the PRP Group, with an acceptable time frame
that provides a reasonable solution to the decades-old problem of the Shpack Superfund
Site.

Respectfully submitted,

NORTON BOARD OF SELECTMEN

Robert W. Kimball, Jr., Chairman
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August 4, 2004

Washington, D

Robert W. Vamey, Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency

One Congress Street
_ Boston, MA 02114

Dear Mr. Vamey:
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I would like to submit the following comments conveying my strong support fot
tbe town of Norton and its preferred cleanup alternative known as SC-3B for the
collection and removal of both chemical and radiological contaminants at the Shpack
Superfund Site. As you are aware, the Shpack landfill has the distinction of being both a
Superfund Site under the cleanup authority of the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and a Formerty Utilized Site Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP) site under the
cleanup authority of the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). The final decision on a
cleanup alternative has caused an understandable amount of worry for the citizens of
Norton. They are not only concerned about the actual cleanup of Shpack, but the long
term public safety and reuse potential of a fifty year old dump site that has soil
contaminated with radiological, chemical and heavy metal wastes.

The legislation authorizing the radiological cleanup of Shpack through FUSRAP
was originated by Congressman McGovern and me to ensure that a responsible and
permanent remediation of harmful radioactive waste would accur. This authorizing
legislation was passed by Congress in 2002 and the fedetal government, through the
ACOE, is now responsible for a significant amount of the final clean up cost outlined in

the EPA’s proposed plan.

The ACOE recently agreed to work under the EPA’s Record of Decision and is
scheduled to commence work on the collection and removal of more than 13,000 cubic
_yards of radiological waste as early as 2005. The town of Norton has asked that the EPA

oversee the removal of collected chemical waste to a level that would provide a true
passive recreational use. However, the EPA’s preferred alternative for cleanup, or SC-2B,
provides only a limited removal of chemical material and would cap most contaminants
on site. The subsequent fencing, monitoring, and trespass restrictions resulting from such

QPog swasg

an option would require a level of perpctual oversight that is both impractical and

difficult, 1f not impossible, to enforce over a long period of time. Town officials have
raised legitimate concerns that they might ultimately be responsible for this type of

management.
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August 4, 2004
Page 2

Obviously, the EPA has given significant consideration to the cost of cach
cleanup option in choosing a preferred alternative. The agency's preferred option is one
of the least expensive. The town’s request is not only the safest solution, but a financially
sensible one that is comparatively reasonable when one Jooks at the variety and level of
contamination on site. It is also far less expensive than other costly alternatives that were
considered.

For more than four years, I have hosted and/or participated in many meetings with
“ the EPA, ACOE, state officials, and local officials at various times to facilitate the

lengthy process that has brought us to where we are today, i.¢., making final decisions on
cleanup proposals for use in a Record of Decision. The town, which has a voice in a final
removal determination through the EPA’s Community Acceptance component, should be -
protected through the best option under Superfund. No one person or agency can say with
absolute certainty that with the passage of time the integrity of capped materials would
not become compromised through & variety of potential degradations, natural or man
made.

Again, the government is making a significant financial commitment to the
FUSRAP portion of this project under a cleanup that involves the removal of collected
radiological material. Also, the ACOE plans on removing more material than those
options being considered by the EPA which should further reduce the costs associated
with the chemical cleanup as commingled contaminants, chemical and radiological, are
not only collected, but removed by the ACOE.

The citizens of Norton have every right to expect the EPA will oversee the
collection and remaval of the chemical and heavy metal wastes at the Shpack site with
the cost shared among those companies already identified with the responsibility of its
cleanup. Therefore, I urge EPA’s approval of SC-3B to provide a comprehensive cleanup
and removal of both chemical and radiological contaminants and afford the greatest level
of protection possible to the people and their surrounding environment.

Sincerely,

BARNEY FRANK
Member of Congress
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July 30, 2004

Mr. David Lederer
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 {(HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

RE: Shpack Landfill Superfund Site, Norton, MA
Dear Mr. Lederer:

We write in response to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA)
proposal to clean up the contamination of the Shpack Landfill Superfund site in the
Town of Norton.

After reading information about the various cleanup alternatives, as well as
attending public meetings on this issue, we strongly oppose the EPA’s proposal known
as option SC-2B, at an estimated cost of $30 million. We believe option SC-3B is a better,
more permanent solution to rid the landfill, and the surrounding residential area, of
hazardous pollutants, at an estimated cost of $55 million.

To spend $30 million on a partial clean-up (option SC-2B) is money poorly spent
and requires long-term monitoring and a perpetual restriction on access. However,

option SC-3B is a complete clean-up of contaminants and a total and permanent é:
restoration of the former landfill, requiring minimal monitoring and no access o
restrictions. 8
O

The wishes of the Town of Norton for the future use of the property - passive 3
recreation - have been totally ignored. An additional issue of great concern is the S
possibility, at some time in the future, that the Town of Norton and the Commonwealth 4
b

of Massachusetts could be held responsible for the operation, monitoring and
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Mr. David Lederer
July 30, 2004
Page 2

maintenance of the site. The possibility of these costs, at some point in the future,

would far surpass the SC-3B option.

Our position, as legislators for the Town of Norton, is clear. We stand united
with the Citizens Advisory Shpack Team in our opposition to the EPA’s “Preferred

Alternative SC-2B.

We truly hope you will take the concerns of the town and its residents into
consideration and choose option SC-3B as the preferred clean-up plan for the Shpack

Landfill Superfund site.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.

Very truly yours,

MICHAEL COPPOLA
State Representative

PHILIP TRIAVIS
State Repr¢gentative

/ ELIZABETH A. POIRIER

State Representative

B




Mr. Dave Lederer

USEPA E:iimluﬂ o Lis Center
1 Congress St. Suite 1100 (HBO) St WA A
Boston, MA 02114 : BeAK: B

. ' Ciprz oo
Re: Shpack Landfill Superfund Site — Formal Comment on the pro;;o_sed-RHF-S- o ———

Dear Mr. Lederer,

As a concerned citizen of Attleboro, MA, I am writing to support EPA’s proposed plan
to remediate the Shpack Landfill Superfund site using the EPA proposed clean up
scenario {SC-2B). 1 believe this provides the necessary protection for the environment,
the town and the citizens who live there. In fact I believe the risk of a total material
removal (option SC-3B, C or D) would in fact result in a higher risk to town citizens
because of the required additional excavation activities and material transport 1ssue
through the town.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to provide you with formal comments
regarding the Shpack Landfill RI/FS proposal.

Sincerely,

k50 Waeet St
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Superfund Recards Center

Mr. Dave Lederer siTe SH g ] ,
USEPA. ' - Y4 / 4 U
1 Congress St. Suite 1100 (HBO) BRIAK: E/u o
Boston, MA 02114 OTHER:

Re: Shpack Landfill Superfund Site — Formal Comment on the proposed RVES
Dear Mr. Lederer,

As a concerned citizen of Norton, MA, 1 am writing to support EPA’s proposed plan to
remediate the Shpack Landfill Superfund site using the EPA proposed clean up scenario
(SC-2B). 1 believe this provides the necessary protection for the environment, the town
and the citizens who live there. In fact 1 believe the risk of a total material removal
(option SC-3B, Cor D) would in fact result in a higher risk to town citizens because of
the required additional excavation activities and material transport issue through the
town.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to provide you with formal comments
regarding the Shpack Landfill RI/FS proposal.

Sincerely,

| P (o sTweon DR -

Neryens, ™A |
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Leanne & Stevens Cobb

166 Plain Street \ 1
Norton, MA 02766 o :.'fu:}_ﬂ. fi- g Center
St SHpE A
. BRUAK: /: A
MR, Dave Lederer S S
US.E.PA.
1 Congress St. Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Re: Shpack Landfill Superfund Site — Formal Comment on the proposed RI/FS
Dear Mr. Lederer,

“Think globally, act locally”. Important words to environmentally concerned
organizations. As a concerned citizen of Norton, MA, I too live by these words but I use
them in a much different context than most other “environmentalists™ would. I am writing
in SUPPORT of EPA’s proposed plan to remediate the Shpack Landfill Superfund site
using the proposed SC-2B clean up scenario.

[ interpret this saying “think globally, act locally” to mean that: global
environmental problems must be addressed, and to accomplish that goal, they should be
addressed by whatever means are available at a local level. In the case of the Shpack
landfill, removing the radioactive waste and constructing a suitable “engineered landfill
cap” with long term monitoring provisions, meets that need.

It would appear to me that exposure (therefore risk) is at it’s lowest by leaving the
material where it is! If it is excavated as proposed by alternative SC-3A, B, C and D there
1s a possibility for exposure during excavation activities. It then must be transported
through our town (more exposure possibilities), and transported hundreds (mayb¢ even
thousands) of additional miles, with many opportunities for exposing more citizens of the
country during that activity. Finally, the material would be placed in another landfill
(exposing workers and potentially any community surrounding that landfill) and covered
with an “engineered landfill cap”. The additional opportunities for exposure do not make
sense AND the material will be protected exactly the same (and therefore apparently
result in the same risk) at this proposed, remote, final disposal location, as it would be if
it were left in the ground at the Shpack landfill. Again, “think globally, act

locally”.

The companies that PAID to have that waste disposed of at Shpack in a completely
lawful manner 30 to 40 years ago, did nothing wrong. The town benefited by having a
local, low cost landfill for disposal of its trash. And in its early life, the landfill was
actually on the tax rolls of the town as a privately owned landfill, which benefited the
town. Times change. Science now tells us this is not the optimum way to dispose of these
types of waste. The total material removal scenario (SC —3A, B, C and D), I suspect,

aneq siwas
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would encounter opposition at the remote landfill site from a local ‘Concerned Citizens’
group near that landfill, BUT that group has no voice in the Shpack clean up process.
They will be concerned about their increased risk from this new waste being brought to
their Town by the removal and again does nothing to support the “think globally, act
locally” philosophy. The other proposed alternatives do nothing to support this
philosophy, either.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to provide' you with formal comments
regarding the Shpack Landfill RI/FS proposal.

Sincerely,
i

V4

Leanne E.S. Cobb 7~ Stevens L. Cobb /.



4> TEKNOR APEX COMPANY

Superfund Records Center

July 7, 2004 fund Recos
SITE: LA 0k
BEY J, 7

Mr. Dave Lederer L !

U.S.E-P.A. O'lxbl_d.k.

1 Congress St. Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114 - 2023

- Re: Shpack Landfill Superfund Site — Formal Comment on the proposed RIFS

Dear Mr. Lederer,

As a recipient of a “Potentially Interested Party” |letter regarding the Shpack
Landfill clean up proposais, Teknor Apex would like to respond to the recently
published RIFS. Teknor Apex Company is writing in support of EPA's
proposed plan to remediate the Shpack Landfill using proposed clean up
scenario (SC-2B). This proposal reduces risk to acceptable levels for all
reasonable foreseeable uses. Additionally, given the fact that the proposal to cap
the former landfill site is in agreement with past EPA decisions regarding fandfili
clean ups, continuing that methodology makes sense from all points of view.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide you with formal comments regarding the
Shpack Landfill RKFS proposal.

Sincerely,
™

David F. Yopak U '
Director of Regulatory Affairs

cc: file

Q1204 SWag

8ELT1Z000

505 CENTRAL AVENUE - PAWTUCKET, RHODE ISLAND 02861-1900
TELEPHONE: (401) 725-8000 - FAX: (401) 725-8095 - www teknorapex.com
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d Recovds Conter
Mr. Dave Lederer Superfung Recovd ¥

DIERA SITE: oA/

1 Congress St. Suite 1100 (HBO) BREAK B

Boston, MA 02114 am R A i
QTHER:

Re: Shpack Landfill Superfund Site — Formal Comment on the proposed RI/FS

Dear Mr. Lederer,

As a concerned citizen of Attleboro, MA, T am writing to support EPA’s proposed plan
to remediate the Shpack Landfill Superfund site using the EPA proposed clean up
scenario (SC-2B). I believe this provides the necessary protection for the environment,
the town and the citizens who live there. In fact I believe the risk of a total material
removal (option SC-3B, C or D) would in fact result in a higher risk to town citizens
because of the required additional excavation activities and material transport issue
through the town.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to provide you with formal comments
regarding the Shpack Landfill RI/FS proposal.

Sincerely, ~

b, ST D35
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Superfund Fecords Center

SITE: SHPHcH

Mr. Dave Lederer . -
USEPA. BREAK: %, 9
1 Congress St. Suite 1100 (HBO) OTHER: .

Boston, MA 02114

Re: Shpack Landfill Superfiind Site — Formal Comment on the proposed RI/FS

Dear Mr. Lederer,

As a concerned citizen of Attleboro, MA, 1 am writing to support EPA’s proposed plan
to remediate the Shpack Landfill Superfund site using the EPA proposed clean up
scenario (SC-2B). I believe this provides the necessary protection for the environment,
the town and the citizens who live there. In fact I believe the risk of a total material
removal (option SC-3B, C or D) would in fact result in a higher risk to town citizens
because of the required additional excavation activities and material transport issue

through the town.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to provide you with formal comments
regarding the Shpack Landfill RI/FS proposal.

Sincerely,

—
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Superfund Records Cenley

michart@onebox.com To: Dave Lederer/R1/USEPA/US@ETH - J’ {/-:'_ Ji
08/10/2004 09:41 PM o BREAK:

Subject: Shpack Comments e
OTHER:

I live at 13 Shelly Road in Norton and would like to offer my comments about

the Bhpack cleanup.
How are area residents protected if you remove the contaminated soils?
example, in the removal process, how are procedures in place so that disturbed
particles of soil do not get distributed in ocur area while in transit?

Is the water supply beyond the site affected now, and will it be affected
How can we feel confident as patrons of the businesses

during the cleanup?

around the site, ie. the Chartley Store, the Creamery, the Rainbow Kids Day
Care? I have to admit that I am hesitant to shop at those businesses and
decided not to put my daughter into the Rainbow Day Care because I was
concerned about their water.

I support 23B because of the statement that it is the "most effective™.

For

Michelle

QI0g Swas
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R7/22/2084 18:33 5882658438 HASKINS PHARMACY PaGE Bl

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of

The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA
S%; nd Recerds Center
S

To Dave Lederer /E: & 7 yrye

US.EPA - f—ﬁz{pﬁ_
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO) R E R o SV
Boston, MA 02114 OTHER:

Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
_FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site. and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

~

&
Signature {/

v

Print Name fl@Sé‘ MARIE %L/(.é”
7
Address // 7 \Q/U & 57

/\6/&7’00} Mﬁ, dA7 ¢ 6

QIP0J sWas

PETTZ000




JUL-23-04 FRI 08:12 Al ECI-HOLBROCK FAK NO. 781 807 5792 P.01/01

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer SUD@rfd"*d Hecords Center
LLS.bﬂﬂR 1737 A#; /h f -
One Congress St., Suite 110¢ (HBO) BRL,"‘} - ‘f/ s e

Boston, MA 02114 -
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004 CTHER
FAX (617)918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

he 200 /f'.-.»..-.. R

August 2004

1 am writing to cxpress my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.

EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence™ and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with & still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant futurc.

In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this commurity the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature L v

Ware B ERpE

Print Name
1
Q
229 // Wopced 7en S 7 K
dress B,
g

Motron, WH p276L

MERMRHAAN
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JUL-26-06 MON 12:51 PH ECI-HOLBROOK FaX NO. 781 807 5792 : P.O‘l/Ulv

Comuments to The US EPA o the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

| ;rJOSD%;i\Ledﬂer Superfund Becopds Center
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO) SITE: 571%//#5/{_ I
Boston, MA 02114 BREAR. fZ, S
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004 THER: '

_FAX (617) 5181291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 200

Angust 2004

[ amn writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.

EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here, Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “Temedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.

In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature

Print Name S‘T?:'\/CN 3. AwcauTd

) Address 12 %O(AJ D T (0
-
50 o mA 02130

d120a SWAs

pHE11Z2000



JUL-27-04 TUE 01:28 PM  ELECTRICAL CONTROLS FAX NO. 781 807 5701 P. 01

qur}e’f mnd Records Center

l 4 v/{//___ __L____'____
Commients to The US IPA on the Junc 2004 Proposed Plan For gpg}gmup Of // : ’ -
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA OTHER B —

‘T'o Dave Lederer
US.EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (F130)
Roston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
TAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 235, 2004

v

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.

EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
hizre. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
thevelore not a “remedy”. Tt would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.

In the face of the promise the Invironmental Protection Agency made to the town,
IIPA’s chosen course of action, 15 reprehensible,

If comrunity acceplance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give scrious constderation to these comnents, and select

Alteenative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Addeess /0 OAUcéva’ v 4)))«2.-

\f/;'avo n MA 04067

Q12030 SWAS

H RN

SYETIZ000




JUL-28-04 WED 09:28 A  ECI-HOLBROOK FAX NO. 781 607 5792 P.01/02

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan Fo&p@mmf;eu_,, ‘,15 c nter
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA QrTe > j { !

- To Dave Lederer BHL } e ———x-—_-
U.S. EPA CTHeR:

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

,
I

August 2004

I am writing to express my firme opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’

of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail

here. Most objeotionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.

In the face of the promise the Environmenta] Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

e

Si g\namre/#

&~ 7 ) CT \ FZ
PnntNamv/}\ﬁj /i‘{’k} ﬂ {ﬂ/d‘//(_{g

Address [’)‘/ '#Ul{i—/;ﬂlj élfﬁ /i’)
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JUL-28-34 WED 09:28 &M  ECI-HOLBROOK FAX NO. 781 807 5782 P. 02/02

q1‘12)9'"fd nd [ L.L\.}l\ib Center
Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For thextTdanup of - \ﬁ /- ’Mf .

The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA BREAK: % % “
. To Dave MCI@T OPI i'ﬂ.&\ e T T T
U.S. EPA

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA (2114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
_FAX (617) 918 — 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

[ am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with 2 still comtaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with ir, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
It community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

\

Signature

e
Pnnt Name R‘o%d L,( ?obﬂ,‘ e €
1€ 4

anog skWas

Address (D/? *{-—L\)Mp(m(; Birel Lo

Denmes, tn 0297
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FROM -

Signadire.

RMAINe PHONE NO. © 14014665488 Jul. 28 2084 B6:37PM P1

Superfund 7‘19LU1<1¢ Center

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For tHeitfeanup of _{ L

The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA BREAK:
OTHLR: A
- To Dave Lederer B S _
U.S. EPA

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004

FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

1 am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan fot the *cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site. ,
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.

In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

T

PrintNameK)oha.{A G ‘f. ﬂfﬁ\ 74 /64%7:

a1og skas

Address /ﬁo cgo)(‘ 019-'7{’

8@0& _Z/a-hzf; /Qf O o7
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JUL-28-04 THU 04:16 P TOWN OF NORTON FaX NO. 5082850287 P.01

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For théXGleeupufid Records Center

The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA ST ff:f,f - /,”(
To Dave Lederer BE?;‘;,}(; __________ ?L ¥
U.S.EPA CTHER:

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 23, 2004
_FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

V

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred altemative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature

ey
/) .
prmName AWV E. K&y &UE S

RN -

Address ID“/U,%O(,J«;&MA ﬂﬁdx&

( 7
Dot w02 70k
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AUG-3-208@4 B7:34°P FROM: T3:16173181291 . P11

Comments t{) The US EPA on the Junc 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA Superfund Records Center

- SITE \751/4_%
To Dave Lederer BREAL A
U.S. EPA . 9/ j_ﬂ_w__

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO) Cihlél’: L
Boston, MA 02114 T
Deudline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004

FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

[ am writing to cxpress my fimm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.

EPA’s preferred altcmative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous (v detail
here. Most objectionable is the [act this aption does not provide “permancace™ and 15
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with = still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & hurdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.

In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made 1o the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

H community acceptance, plays any rolc in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack. please give serious consideration to these comuncnis, and select
Ahcmative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this cormununily the peace of
mund they deserve.

PontName  Johv T fulylec 7™

Address 95 Aras/c ST

aroed skas
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Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
. . ,
The Shpack Suy d Site, Norton/Artleboro, MA Superfund Records Center

. To Dave Lederer SITE: b%)‘f&/\_,_*___m_
US. EPA BRIZZL: ]

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO) T A
Boston, MA 02114 OTREH:
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 — 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option daes not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealipg with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

<
Signature — i —

. 3

PrimNage | O % KQE,; C.Clnm'n%

Address (OQ‘{ M(}‘}Oie S}‘{' ’
Wocdon, MA_ NDITGL

88/86/2884 87:17 5082223128 THOMAS CANNINNG PAGE 81
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Ave.

5. (6CL 5:06PM PAYTRAK PAYROLL SERVICES. INC. No-0557 . 1

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Notton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer il(:gerfund Rs?c_via rils Center
US.EPA SR i

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO) BPRIAK: “3 T
Boston, MA 02114 OTHER- I e S

Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004 e

_FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

f

August 2004

l am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
in the face of the promise the Environmenta] Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
[f community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

L

N~
Signature
—
ERAE
prnvame_ INANCY M WEBGER ]
Address 34 Qié/ﬂa/t.o(.mn /4\/6, é
NocTon, MA  d2706 :
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ASE. Y. iGLs BIUZPM PAY 'KAK PAYROLL SERVICES. [NC. Ng.0533 P. 1

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer Sunerfund Fecords Center
U.S.EPA ey, S L -

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO) “?’r'_‘_, o i “/‘? o
Boston, MA 02114 PRICRRK %’_;{_ e

Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25,2004  CTHER:
_FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

ot

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.

EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. [t would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve

¥

Print Name  J A ?#/ES £ f) 717 et

Addess 5 CHoss ST

NORTIN  mp X766
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Aug .1

ToDavelederer  §-(35 SITE gl VA

G. 2004 §:H6AM  PAYTRAX PAYROLL SERVICES. INC. No.0233 2.

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of

The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA Superfund Records Ce*xter

U.S.EPA BRREAK:
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO) CTHER:
Boston, MA 02114 et T
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004

FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wedncsday, August 25, 2004

e
!

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the “cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.

EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select

Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this commumty the peace of
mind they deserve

Signature

Print Name /{//C& /l/ /ﬂé’///&

Address 74 Crviss 674

Norion, MA 02764
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CONSERVATION COMMISSION

Fax (508) 285-0277

August 10, 2004

David Lederer

US EPA

One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston MA 02114

Dear Mr. Lederer,

The Conservation Commission has reviewed the “Draft Final Feasibility Study, Shpack
Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro MA” as well as the “Draft Final Phase 1B Remedial
Investigation Report” dated June 17, 2004 prepared by ERM, the Shpack Steering
Committee’s consultant. The Conservation Commission voted at its regular meeting of
August 9, 2004 to strongly support the option SC-3B for the clean up of the Shpack. Any
option less than SC-3B will not result in an acceptable clean up level. Option SC-3B
allows the Town of Norton to utilize the property for passive recreation after the clean up
while the SC-2 options do not. Option SC-3B also allows for a full restoration of the
spotted turtle {Special Concern on the Massachusetts Endangered Species List) habitat
and vernal pools while the SC-2B options are highly likely to result in a “taking” of rare
species habitat.

During the recent investigations, it has been documented that the Attleboro iandfill (ALI)
is not functioning properly and contaminants from ALI are entering the Shpack site. The
Town of Norton is not confident that the proposed capping in the SC-2 option will result
in an acceptable level of clean up. The necessary repairs to the ALI cap must be
immediately addressed and adequately to cease to pollute the Norton site. The ALI site
ceased in being a “separate issue” with the acknowledgement of ALI’s contamination of
the Shpack site. The Town of Norton will not accept a capping solution when the
adjacent cap has failed and there has not been sufficient action to repair it. Option SC-3B
-will be the only option for the Town of Norton.

The SC-2 options list an Operation and Maintenance (O & M) component. It is unclear
whom the responsible party for the O & M will be. The feasibility study does not give the
Town of Norton any assurances that the Shpack O & M will be better implemented than
the AL] O & M. It is unclear whom will be responsible for funding the O & M. It will be
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fiscally irresponstble to approve a plan that requires the Town of Norton to maintain a
parcel of land that cannot be utilized for public uses. Option SC-3B eliminates the need
_for future maintenance of a capped site and is the only suitable option for the town.

In reviewing the Feasibility Study it is clear that several items do not include adequate
detailed information. These items must be required in the Record of Decision. The
Conservation Commission respectfully requests that the following items be included as
requirements in the Record of Decision.

1.

The vernal pool and spotted turtle habitat appear to be grossly overlooked in the
feasibility reports despite conversations regarding the potential negative impacts the
clean up actions could have on the ability of the wetland and buffer zone to provide
such habitat. The rare species survey should specifically focus on the spotted turtle,
potential for the vernal pools to provide significant wildlife habitat for the spotted
turtle and marbled salamander and should evaluate the habitat for any other rare
species that may be found on the Shpack site. The Rare Animal Observation Forms
and the Vernal Pool Certification Forms for all vernal pools should be completed and
submitted to the Mass Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP)
as requested by NHESP in their letter of July 30, 2004 {enclosed). The Conservation
Commission should be involved in all evaluations and any Conservation Permit
applications required by NHESP.

The wetland replication and restoration must comply with the Wetland Protection Act
Regulations 310CMR10.55 and 310CMR10.59. The wetland replication/restoration
must include at a minimum, detailed plans illustrating all existing and proposed
contour elevations; soil profiles for imported soils; a construction schedule; a planting
plan including the number, size and species of all plants; groundwater elevations;
description of the replicated wetland functions and values; physical features that
replicate the vemnal pool habitat and rare species habitat functions of the existing
wetlands inchuding coarse woody debris, snags and pit and mound topography; and a
5-year monitoring plan. The Record of Decision must specifically state that the
wetland replication/restoration should commence in the first growing season of the
construction activity and should not be left as the last aspect of the clean up or the
Town of Norton should recetve a cash bond to ensure that the wetland replication/
restoration will actuslly be accomplished according to the Regulations. The
Conservation Commission should be consulted for the appropriateness of the
proposed replication/restoration projects, have the opportunity to provide comments
on the plans and have the ability to conduct site inspections.

Options for dewatering the wetland areas must be evaluated. The Conservation
Commission should be consulted and be able to provide comments for all options of
dewatenng.

A transportation and emergency spill contingency plan must be required in the
Record of Decision. All materials proposed for removal to off-site facilities will be
transported past Chartley Swamp, Chartliey Pond and over the recently renovated



Chartley Pond Dam. The plan, at a minimum, must map the transportation routes,
identify all wetland resource areas along the transportation routes, list the emergency
spill materials to be stored on each truck in the event of a spill, a contact phone list in
the event of a spill, and available funds for the immediate purchase of materials
necessary to deal with a spill. The Conservation Commission should be able to
provide comments on any such plan.

5. Any proposal to extend a water line down Union Road must file the appropriate
permit applications under the Wetland Protection Act and Regulations. The
Conservation Commission feels that the extension of the water line would require a
separate permit under the Wetland Protection Act and the Record of Decision should
specifically require a Notice of Intent be filed with the Conservation Commission for
this portion of the proposed Shpack clean up. The water line extension must include
at a minimum, detailed plans of the water line, elevations and inverts, all wetland'
resource areas, dewatering methods and the options for installing the water line at the

6. The ALI cap must be repaired.

7. The Conservation Commission manages the Shpack property for passive recreation
and wilkdlife habitat uses consistent with the Conservation Commission Act, MGL.
Chapter 40, Section 8C. Therefore, the Conservation Commission should be
consulted on the deed restriction language. The Shpack Future Use Committee should
also be consulted and be able to provide comments.

8. A plan should be created to prevent access of motorized vehicles onto the Shpack
site. Motorized vehicle use is not consistent with the Conservation Commission Act
and must be addressed in the future use plan.

The Conservation Commission reiterates their desire for Option SC-3b as the most

appropriate clean up option for the Shpack Superfund site. If you have any questions
please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Carlino
Conservation Agent

CC: Congressman Bamey Frank
Senator Jo Ann Sprague



Representative Coppola

Representative Poirier

Representative Travis

Heather Graf, CAST

James P. Purcell, Norton Town Manager

Tom French, MA NHESP

Ken Munney, US F& W

David Buckley, MA DEP

Ed Tanner, Attleboro Conservation Commission
Francis Veale, Texas Instruments
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August 24, 2004

Dave Lederer

U.S. EPA

One Congress Street
Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for
the ‘clean-up’ of the Shpack Superfund site.

EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too
numerous to detaif here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not
provide “permanence” and is therefore not a "remedy.” It would leave the
Town of Norton with a still contaminated site, and the responsibility and
burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future. In the face of the
promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town, EPA'S
chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process
for the clean-up of Schpack, please give serious consideration to these
comments and select Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give
residents of this community the peace of mind they deserve.

Yours truly,
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GEORGE F. BURGESS

NORTON FIRE RESCUE

CHIEF

August 24, 2004 T N VA

Mr. David Lederer

United States EPA

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

RE: Comment on Shpack Superfund Site

The site on Union Road is referred to as a landfill, but it must be remembered that it is
really a dump in that there was no regulatory oversight. It operated as a pre-regulation
dump where known and unknown waste was dumped randomly and obviously
commingled.

Over the years the fire department responded to and extinguished fires of various types
including rubbish and brush. It was not known during those years of operation, or
subsequent years, what was handled there. When our personnel were working fires on the
site {or anywhere else for that matter) they were coming in contact with solid materials,
dust, products of smoke, etc. They have inhaled, ingested, and absorbed the results of this
activity. From the start of the operation of the site until and after its closing, Norton
firefighters have had and/or died from various types of cancer. Obviously we have no

way of knowing for sure what was the cause or contributing factor in those cancers. The
point is we did not know.

The proposed remedy by your agency, alternative SC-2b, is to remove some types of
contaminants and stockpile others. A cap would be installed and monitored. In future
years visitors, trespassers, and the fire department will not be aware of any hazard, and
certainly will not know if the cap has deteriorated, or functioning properly. Ground water
contamination will not, and really cannot, be detected until contamination occurs. Future
generations will not know, just as the fire department did not know of any hazards.

The towns preferred plan of action, alternative 3b, would serve the future generations of
residents in a permanent way. 1 see little benefit short term, and no permanent benefit as
release and/or contamination is possible by “condensing” contaminated material on site.
The fire department officially supports the board of selectmen and the advisory
committee in selecting alternative 3b.

70 E. Main Street * Norton, MA 02766
508-285-0249 *» Fax: 508-285-9633
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August 24, 2004
Mr. David Lederer
Page 2 of 2

The town had no regulatory authority in the beginning of the use of the site, and is really
involved by taking over the site in response to the contamination found more than twenty
years ago. To now put the town in a position to have to live with contamination on site
and possible future health and financial risks is unnecessary.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this issue.

Yours truly,

Aendara J. Jomes

Deputy Fire Chief

Copy: Advisory Committee
File




NORTON FIRE RESCUE

CHIEF
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Dave Lederer August 24, 2004
U.S.E.P.AA

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Dear Mr. Lederer,

I am writing this letter to express my strong opposition to the proposed cleanup plan for the
Shpack super fund site. I have attended many a classroom session as well as many committee meetings
as a representative of the Norton Fire/Rescue Department. While I realize there is a time and place for
“capping” of material, the Shpack site is not one of them. If you are already excavating the material,
there is no legitimate justification for not removing the material from the site. I say legitimate, because
the added cost to do this job “right” when factored over future generations is not a justifiable factor.
The E.P.A.’s proposal to use Alternative SC-2b should be abandoned for Alternative SC-3b. This true

“long term” cleanup proposal, will provide the Town with the minimal level of cleanup that will
guarantee that future generations need not “re-visit™ the Shpack site.

As a member of the Ad Hoc advisory committee appointed by the Selectman, we discussed
many different “use” scenarios. We discussed at many of the sessions, the scenario referred to as the
“residential farmer scenario”. We decided not to push for this scenario because of the huge cost and
logistics in making it happen. It was a “Major” concession on the Town’s part. Alternative SC-3b is

the best alternative for all parties involved. It prevents the need for future concemns on the PRP’s part
as well as the Town’s part.

For the record, I have spent most of my life growing up in Chartley and own a considerable
piece of property in the Chartley section of Town. I want to see my future generations be able to enjoy
the Chartley pond area without fear of health risks associated with contaminants “capped” in place. I
hope you will do what is right for the future generations of this Town and scrap Alternative SC-2b for,
at the minimum, Alternative SC-3b. While this level of cleanup doesn’t truly restore the property to
its “pristine” state, or allow the use of water from on site, it does offer a truly permanent solution.
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Paul J. Schleicher g
Lieutenant @
o

70 E. Main Street - Norton, MA 02766
508-285-0249 +» Fax: 508-285-9633
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29 Union Road
Norton, Massachusetts 02766

August 24, 2004

Dave Lederer

U.S. EPA

One Congress Street
Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for
the ‘clean-up’ of the Shpack Superfund site.

EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is wnacceptable for reasons too
numerous to detail here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not
provide “permanence” and is therefore not a "remedy.” It would leave the
Town of Norton with a still contaminated site, and the responsibility and
burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future. In the face of the

promise the Environmental Protection Agencvy made to the town, EPA’s
chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process
for the clean-up of Schpack, please give serious consideration to these
comments and select Alternative SC-3b, which wifl at fong {ast, give
residents of this community the peace of mind they deserve.

Yours truly,
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GEORGE F. BURGESS

'NORTON FIRE RESCUE

CHIEF

Dave Lederer August 24, 2004

US.EP.A\ , e
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO) S SHEHIC
Boston, MA 02114 (' T %? B

Dear Mr. Lederer,

I am writing this letter not just as the Town of Norton’s Fire Chief throughout this whole
Shpack affair, but also as a life long resident of Chartley. I am totally opposed to the EP.A.’s
proposed plan to handle the cleanup of the Shpack property. To think that you, as a government
agency, would even think of just “sweeping the contaminants under the carpet” as a long term solution
1o an ongoing nightmare is Judicrous at best. The E.P.A’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is not a
permanent solution to the problems at the Shpack superfund site.

The minimum proposal that should be considered for the site is Alternative SC-3b, which will
give a level of cleanup that the Town can feel comfortable with for generations to come. Even a t this
level of cleanup, the site is still not back to “virgin territory”. The Town has made concessions in not
going for the “residential farmer” scenario which would cost over twice what SC-3b will cost. When
you look at the cost difference between the E.P.A’s proposed plan and the plan acceptable to the Town,
the cost difference, when amortized over time, is minimal at best.

I want to go on record as being strongly opposed to the plan SC-2b and hope that you will do
what is right and just for the Town of Norton in cleaning the site to the SC-3b alternative.

Smcerfl)', P

A

Georgg’F. Burges
Ch;’F “;7

70 E. Main Street - Norton, MA 02766
508-285-0249 - Fax: 508-285-9633
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NORTON POLICE DEPARTMENT

82 EAST MAIN STREET
NORTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02766

BRUCE R. FINCH, JR.

ADMINISTRATIVE (508) 285-3300
CHIEF OF POLICE

ADMINISTRATIVE FAX (508) 285-3337
PATROL FAX (508) 285-3338
DETECTIVE FAX (508) 285-3339

TO: DAVE LEDERER EEE SHEL L
FROM: LIEUTENANT STANLEY J. WALASAVAGE D oeant %
DATE: 08/20/2004 | N

RE: SHPACK SUPERFUND SITE

&

Dear Mr. Lederer,

The Norton Massachusetts Police Department recently became aware of clean up work
to be done at the Shpack Superfund Site located on Union Road in Norton. This clean up
and future security of the property is apparently different than what had been originally
proposed. Please be advised that this agency is small in size, numbering approximately
27 officers. As you can imagine, we are constantly under pressure to stay within budget
restrictions. Officers do routinely patrol the area of the clean up but because of the remote
location and lack of calls into the area, this area may not have the number of officers
patrolling as would other high crime areas. If this department becomes burdened with
having to patrol and maintain a security presence at the site, we would quickly deplete
our budget and in all likelihood not be able to provide officers. I am still unclear on bow
the clean up will affect public safety, but assuredly the Police Department would become
over-burdened and under-funded if asked to maintain a police presence.

Respectfullv Submitted.

’

Lt Stanley J. walasavage >

Norton Police Department W
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Town of Norton

Emergency Management Agency

22 August 2004
David Lederer, L f:*,’lj/?’f / .
US EPA - ) 5/‘
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO) A
Boston, MA 02114 ot et

Comments on the US EPA’s “Proposed Plan For Cleanup of the Shpack Superfund Site,
June 2004

These comments are to express my firm opposition to EPA’s plan for the
‘tleanup’ of the Shpack Superfund Site.

The Boston College Weston Observatory, analysis of earthquakes that occurred
between 1989 and 1998, there is a “"66%” chance that the next earthquake of
magnitude 2.7 or greater will occur in one of the shaded zones shown on the map that
was released after the study. Norton lies within a shaded zone in southeastern
Massachusetts. This area of New England has been classified a “red” zone for possible
serious earthquake for many years. While the fault line may be deep — no one can
predict when one will occur. Thus, in the interest of safety all the mixed up waste of
radiological contaminants and carcinogenic chemical wastes, volatile and inorganic
compounds, as well as the heavy metals must be removed from this illegal dumpsite.

Staying with Alternative SC-3b of the “Feasibility Study” for the Shpack Site will
ensure that when the earthquake does occur Norton will not have to be concerned of
the impact of an otherwise contaminated site.

EPA's preferred altemative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for other reasons to
numerous to detail here. The fact this option does not provide “permanence” and
cannot be a “remedy” can cause other problems than the earthquake alone. SC-2b
would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated site and the financial and
physical burdens and responsibility of dealing with it. Remembering the promise the
- Environmental Protection Agency made to the Town, EPA’s chosen course of action, is
culpable.

If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for
the cleanup of Shpack, please give serious thought to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will finally, give the residents of this community the peace of
mind they merit

arieqg skWas

Respectfully, . = .

808E£T12000

HOWAarg b paker,
Director, NEMA
258 Plain Street

- Norton, MA 02766
508.285.4454
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Plan sweeps
itallunder
the bed

When [ was a kid, my mother would
send my brother and me upstairs to clean
our roown. This was not our favorite acdv-
ity

We would go up and perform our own
version of “cleaning.” Primarily, this in-
volved shoving as much stuff under our
beds as we could fit.

When we were done, the room looked
pretty good. The floor would be free of
clutter, no dirty laundry would be visible,
and unless my mother took the time 1o ac-
ually bend down and look under the bed
{which unfortunately she often did) it ap-
peared we had dene our job and solved the
problem.

Litile did the owo of us know then that
our acoons might well be preparing us for
a glorious career in the EPA (Environ-

AN INSIDE LOOK
BILL GOUVELA

mental Protection Agency.) Apparently
the people charged with protecting our
environment, and through that our health
and safery, also grew up shoving stuft
under the bed.

How else can you explain the EPA's
proposal for cleaning up Norton's Super-

fund sire, the Shpack property near the

Artleboro landfill> The EPA has proposed
to mitigate the problem of hazardous ma-
terial located on the Norton site by pretty
much sweeping the stuff under the bed
and leaving it there. And they propose 1o
spend about $20 million to do it.

The Shpack property is a parcel of land
adjoining the Ardeboro Landfill off Union
Road near the Auwleboro border. It was
conttaminated with radicactve materials in
the 1950's, dumped there by a company
that eventually became Texas Instru-
ments.

Norton took ownership of the site in the
early 1980s in hopes of removing obsta-
cles to the cleanup of the property and
getung it on the natonal Superfund list.
‘The property was .placed on the Super-
fund list in 1986.

Since that dme, the wheels of burean-
cracy have been grinding in agonizingly
slow motion. There have been studies,
tests, hearings, proposals and reports, [t
has been more than 20 years of slow
progress, federal foot-dragging, and ex-
treme patience by local residents and
abutters. -

After all that, the EPA has suggested the
life-threatening materials buried on the
property merely be covered up. Greatly
simplified, they want to cap the materials
and throw s nice cover over it. If their pro-
posal is adopted and instdtuted, the Shpack
property will look beantifu} upon comple-
ton. You would never know there was a
problem there.

Sort of like how my room looked clean
when my mother would poke her head in.
But Mom didn't let us get away with that.
She knew that, sooner or later, that stuft
we shoved under the bed would be a prob-
lem. She knew that just because it couldn’t
be seen and couldn’c be smelled today,
after a while things would change.

“You're just making more work for
yourselves when you do this,” she would
lecture to us padently. “You might as well
do it right the first ume and save vour-
selves a lot of tme and trouble.”

Mom was right back then, and Norton’s
tederal, state and local officials — along
with a wonderful group of concerned cin-
zens — are right today. Like Mom, they
don't want the stuff under the bed —or in
this case under the ground — to come
back and cause Norton problems in the
future. They know the only way to solve
the problem is to do the clean up right.

The EPA should immediately abandon
their proposal to simply sweep contam:-
nants on the Shpack site under the bed
and lull us into a false sense of security. It
is their job to solve the problem, not
merely cover it up. While the cost in dol-
lars to do this may be double the cost of
merely hiding it, the cost in quality of life
for Norton cigzens could be considerably
higher should they not.

In the meantme, 1 believe the mothers
of these EPA officials should come testfy
at the next public hearing. T want to know
just whai it looks like under their beds,
and how comfortably they sleep at night.

Bill Gouveia 15 a columnist for the Norton
Mirvor. He can be veached at Aninsidel ook@
aol.coms.



August 25, 2004
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5 Goldenwood Dr. - ?

Norton, MA 02766

Dave Lederer

U.S. EPA

1 Congress St,, Suite 1100 {(HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

RE:  Shpack Landfill Superfund Site, Norton, MA

Dear Mr. Lederer,

After carefully reviewing the Feasibility Study performed in regards to the Shpack
Landfill, along with the EPA’s Proposed Plan and our attendance at the town meeting
held on August 4, 2004, we are writing to express opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan
SC-2B. Although this plan does remove the radiological contaminants along with dioxin
and PCB contaminated sediment, the remainder of the chemicals will be left on site under
a cap. While the cap would be impermeable, groundwater may still come into contact
with contaminants. Duc to the close proximity of many Norton residents, this is
concerning. The worry about safety may result in a diminished interest to live in the area
which will result in hardship on the town. Additionally, it would not be a permanent long
term fix. Based on the utilization of caps at other landfills, it seems that the longevity of
caps is questionable. We fecl that the EPA’s plan which includes the ongoing monitoring
of the groundwater proves that this is true.

We support the alternative plan SC-3B as it proposes to rcmove radiological and
chemical waste, thereby providing a permanent solution. A permanent solution is needed

to ensure the safety of current and future residents.

The EPA states in the Proposed Plan that both plans are casily implementable and

technologies for both plans are readily available. Although a cap may be cost beneficial
at this time, a cost will remain for water and site monitoring. In the long run we behieve
that the benefits of a complete site clean up under SC-3B greatly outweighs the potential

savings of plan SC-2B.
Respectfully Yours,

Charles and Katic Magri
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Ronald O'Reilly
29 Union Road
Norton, Massachusetts 02766

August 24, 2004

U.S. EPA

Mr. Dave Lederer

1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Dear Sirs:

I am writing to express my opposition to the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA})
“Proposed Plan” (The Plan} for the clean-up of the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site (SLSS} in

Norton, Massachusetts. EPA proposes a limited clean-up and capping of the SLSS identified as
alternative SC-2B. /

Judicial intent:

EPA is using criteria for the SLSS clean-up that apply to landfills. This approach is a procedural
error and is contrary to judicial intent when Title 42, Chapter 82 was passed by Congress. The
Shpack Dump operated for over twenty-five (25) years. The Shpack site was operated as an
unregulated dump and was never in compliance with the regulations promulgated under Title
42, Chapter 82, Sub-chapter IV, Section 6945, '

The legislative intent to treat landfills and dumps differently is obvious in the way the legislation
was written. Title 42, Chapter 82, Sub-chapter 1V, Section 6944 prescribes the criteria for
sanitary landfills. Section 6945 of the aforementioned promulgates the criteria for closing open
dumps. Section 6945 differentiates dumps from landfills. The judicial intent is that landfills and
dumps are different and requires that they be treated differently.

EPA’s approach to the clean-up of SLSS is an erronecus attempt to treat a dump as though itis

a landfill which is contrary to the judicial intent of Title 42, Chapter 82, Sub-chapter IV, Sections
6944 and 6945.

DEP's Inability to Enforce lts Regulations:

EPA’s proposed limited clean-up of the sile is based on the erronecus assumption that the
engineering and execution of the work will be performed flawlessly. The history of the adjacent
Attleboro Landfill, Inc. (ALI) shows these assumptions to be based on fiction. ALl was capped
beginning in 1996. Eight years later, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP) is attempting to correct the work that has taken place under its supervision.

The capping of ALl is an example of the inability of regulatory agencies such as DEP and EPA
to control such a complex engineering feat.
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U.S. EPA

Mr. Dave Lederer
August 24, 2004
Page 2

The capping plan for ALl was approved by DEP two years after capping commenced. During
the capping, there was an explosion and fire that burne& over an acre of the membrane. DEP,
The Norton and Attleboro Fire Depariments were not aware of the explosion and fire until |
notified them a week after it happened. | waited a week to see if DEP would notice the incident
during DEP's scheduled weekly visits. DEP either falleb to visit the site weekly or missed a one-
acre hole in the membrane.

After the capping was completed, DEP became aware khat the slopes were 100 steep to prevent
erosion. The slopes were too close to the street to codtrol water run off and the applicant failed
to post the required bond to insure the site would be properly maintained.

All of the aforementioned deficiencies occurred while the capping was being closety monitored
by DEP or were missed in DEP’s review of the capping plan. The personnel ranks of DEP have
been drastically reduced over the past five years. DEP lis currently staffed to respond to
emergencies only. The department does not have sufﬁlment qualified and experienced staff o
monitor the capping and continue to inspect the cap in rthe future. More importantly, the failure
of DEP to enforce its regulations at ALl is proof that the DEP is not competent to perform the
same task at SLSS.

The serious deficiencies of the ALi capping are not a matter of conjecture. Plans are currently
being prepared to reopen the ALl cap to correct the aforementloned deficiencies. DEP is
negotiating with a third party to allow the site to be reopened as a landfill. The revenue from the
reopened ALl would be used to remove the existing cap, reduce the slopes, instalt a water

collection system, recap the entire site and purchase a bond to finance maintenance of the new
cap and the monitoring wells.

Additional evidence of the inadequate capping of ALI lﬂ EPA's acknowledgment that run-off from
AL! is continuing to contaminate SLSS.

There is no reason to assume that the capping of SLSS will be any more successful than the
capping of the adjacent ALI. DEP has less staff now than it did during the ALI capping. To
avoid a recurrence of the debacle at ALI, EPA should select alternative SC-3B as the preferred
clean-up under The Plan.

Fencing of the Site:

The Department of Energy (DOE) erected a fence aroind SLSS in the early 1980’s. When the
Army Corp of Engineers (ACE) began fieldwork in 2000, the fence was broken open in several
places. There was much evidence of trespassing on the site. This was a site known to be a
nuclear and hazardous waste dump. 1
The fence had been allowed to fall into disrepair despnie DOE, EPA and DEP having knowledge
of the nuclear and hazardous waste at the site. The sile is relatively small and out of the way.
Much of the site is not visible from the road. Currently, the vegetation has overgrown the fence
to such an extent that a trespasser inside the fence cannot be seen from the street.
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In the future, trespassers will not have to be concerned about the nuclear waste and under
EPA's proposed clean-up; the hazardous waste will be contained under a cap. Trespassers wiil
be able to enter from the rear by accessing the highly traveled high tension wire right of way.

A fence will restrict wildlife that passes thr‘bugh the area including deer, coyotes, fox, waterfowl,
large snapper turtles and an endangered species, the spotted turtle, which have been observed
around the Chartley Swamp. The failure of the fencing in the past will be repeated. The
present fence is so overgrown it can be edsily scaled and the vegetation shields trespassers.
This condition exists after only two years since the last cutting of vegetation from this fence.

The need for a fence would be obviated by EPA selecting alternative 3C-3B under The Plan

Massachusetts Electric;’Riqht of Way:

SLSS is bordered on one side by a Massachusetts Electric Right of Way. This right of way is
used like a bike path, but it is used by ATV's, motor bikes, snow mobiles and trail bikes. The
right of way runs for miles in both directions. It is accessible from many area roads in North
Attleboro, Attleboro, Norton, Rehoboth and Seekonk, to name only a few towns. The fong
distance that can be traveled along this right of way makes it a popular trail for these vehicles
particularly at night and on weekends.

These vehicles used SLSS as a meeting plbce when the old fence deteriorated. No warning
signs on the fence were visible because of the over-growth of vegetation. Hunters chased deer
into the opening in the fence. A deer carcass was found at SLSS when ACE began to survey
the site in 2000.

The varied unauthorized uses of this site have been underestimated by EPA. There is no
reason to believe this site will be able to be secured in the future as would be required under the
EPA proposed limited clean-up and capping under alternative SC-2B.

The use of alternative SC-3B under The P!éﬁn would eliminate this problem.

Cap/Jump Ramp

As noted above, the site is along a highly traveled right of way for off-road vehicles. The cap
will be the ultimate challenge for these off-road vehicles that are always looking for a new ramp
to jump. The location of the ramp will be posted on Internet chat sites and will be a gathering
point for large numbers of these vehicles because of its easy access.

|
In time, the cap will be damaged and the material disbursed over SLSS. These vehicles will
easily pull the fence down from the back sidé and will not be visible from the road due to the

overgrown vegetation. w

EPA has failed to consider unauthorized usé of the SLSS by off-road vehicles even though the
failure of the fence erected by DOE is well kipown and documented.
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The use of alternative SC-38 under The Plan would eliminate the reason for these vehicles to
use the site for jumps.

Future Maintenance of the Site:

Under EPA’s proposed, limited clean-up, alternative SC-2B, there will be significant future
maintenance costs. The most significant costs in addition to monitoring wells will be
maintenance of the cap and the fence in perpetuity.

The cost of this maintenance cannot be quantified with any reasonable certainty. Experience at
many such sites has shown the estimates of the engineers to be substantially below actual
costs shortly after completion of the capping.

The future maintenance costs can be substantially reduced by eliminating the need for a fence

and cap using alternative SC-3B. This approach would remove much of the uncertainty in
esfimating future maintenance costs.

It is unreascnable to believe that the maintenance costs can be estimated for a site in
perpetuity. In the future, it is likely that EPA and DEP will shift these costs to the Town of
Norton. In forty or fifty years, it will be the taxpayers of Norton who will be required to shoulder

this burden. There is nc reason for this to happen and it can be avoided by selecting alternative
SC-3B.

Norton Water Supply:

The SLSS is surrounded by the Chartley Swamp which drains to Chartiey Pond. The outflow of
Chartley Pond eventually flows to the Taunton River.

The Town of Norton has signed a contract with a firm which proposes to construct a
desalinization plant on the Taunton River to supply water to the Town of Norton and the City of
Brockton. This firm is actively soliciting other communities to purchase drinking water produced
at the proposed water treatment plant on the Taunton River.

EPA’s proposed limited clean-up of SLSS has not considered the effect of a future chemical

release into Chartley Swamp on the drinking water of the communities that will be processed
from the Taunton River.

The preferred alternative, SC-3B, would remove SLSS as a potential source of contamination of
the drinking water for a number of communities in southeastern Massachusetts.

Incidents of Cancer:

There are numerous instances of cancer in residents of the immediate area of SLSS which have
not been adequately considered or the causes identified.
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In the two house nearest SLSS, all four residents died of cancer in the late 1970’s to mid-1980.
The brother of one of these families lived further down Union Road. Both that brother and his
wife died of cancer in the late 1970’s. Two unrelated residents of Union Road were stricken
with stomach cancer, a statistically unlikely event unless caused by the environment. Both were
long-time residents of Union Road. In 2002, two long-time residents of the area died of
pancreatic cancer within a few months of one another. A physician advised me that this was a
statistical impossibility unless there was an environmental cause.

In June 2003, numerous former residents attended a public meeting to hopefully learn the cause
of their or a relative’s cancer. Residents of Sturdy Stireet in the 1950’s to 1970's reported
extremely high incidences of cancer in their families. The same was true of long-time residents
of Maple Street. Two former residents of Maple Street told of multiple incidents of cancer

_among their siblings in their 20's and 30’s.

Although no definitive cause of these incidences of cancer in the area has yet been identified, it
is unreasonable to deny that a causal relationship exists and the environment appears to be the
cause.

EPA’s proposed limited clean-up would leave the hazardous chemicals known to cause cancer
at SLSS. The preferred alternative SC-3B would remove these cancer causing chemicals from
the area and eliminate this potential risk for future generations.

ALl Run-Off:

EPA and ACE acknowledge that currently ALl is a continuing source of contamination at SLSS.

EPA’s proposed limited clean-up of SLSS will allow AL to avoid liability as to the future source
of contamination at SLSS.

In the future, ALI will claim that contamination at SLSS is caused by the material left on site
under EPA’s proposed clean-up under SC-2B. Using alternative SC-3B would remove

hazardous chemicals from the site. Future contamination could then be traced back to its likely
source, ALl

Prospective Responsible Parties:

Texas Instruments (T1) is the leader of the Steering Committee for the Prospective Responsible
Parties (PRP). This position contrasts with TI's reluctance to step forward in 1978 when a
young college student discovered the presence of nuciear material in the vicinity of SLSS and
AL!l. The student attempted to report his discovery to Attleboro City officials who refused to
investigate his findings. The local newspaper carried articles ridiculing his findings. He became
the problem--not his discovery of a dangerous nuclear waste dump.
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No one from Tl stepped forward to investigate the possible discovery of nuclear material at
SLSS even though Tl had a Nuclear Materials Division that produced such material. Tl must
have known that one thousand (1,000) pounds of enriched uranium pellets used to fue! nuclear
submarines had been missing for more than twenty-five years. DOE was also a party to hiding
the fact that 1,000 pounds of enriched uranium pellets were missing for 25 years in the Attleboro
area.

TI's silence and inactivity at the time the young student was being ridiculed for making such a
preposterous find indicates that Tl expected the problem to “go away” quietly and at no cost.

Today, as the leader of the PRP Steering Committee, Tl is still trying to minimize the company’s
financial exposure, an understandable position for a publicly traded corporation. The financial
difference to Tl would be the cost differential between alternatives SC-2B and SC-3B. The
difference is estimated to be $30,000,000 to be shared by the PRP's in proportion to their
contribution to the problem. T} eamed over $1,100,000,000 in 2003. The total cost differential
to Tl alone is insignificant and even less when allocated among all the PRP’s.

EPA has the responsibility to consider input from local officials and residents of the Town of
Norton and the effect on the environment today and in the future. The cost of the proposed
clean-up alternative should not be the determining factor in the selection process.

The preferred clean-up alternative under The Plan is SC-3B.

Citizen Input:

For the past four-and-one-half years, EPA has held a number of public meetings in Norton to
explain the status of the SLSS studies. ACE requested that the Town of Norton form a technical
committee of Norton residents to provide input for the future use of SLSS.

EPA has chosen to ignore all input from the technical committee and every official of the Town
who has expressed an opinion on the preferred clean-up alternative. The Town of Norton
officials and citizens have stated on the record that alternative SC-3B is the preferred alternative
under The Plan. EPA has chosen to ignore the input of residents; officials of the Town of
Norton and the Town’s state and federal representatives. :

The aforementioned are significant reasons that EPA should consider in selecting the

alternative clean-up method under The Plan. The only logical clean-up for SLSS is the Plan
alternative SC-3B. ~

YoursAyuly,
‘5/9 y - - /7 71

Ronald O'Reilly
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Taunton River Watershed Alliance, Inc.
PO Box 146 Bridgewater, MA 02324
Telephone (S08) 697-5700

Internet: bttp://tauntonriver.tripod.com
E-mail: trwa@adelphia.net

August 23, 2004

Mr. Dave Lederer o - :S/}/// AQ/Q

US. EPA. e = (
1 Congress Streer, Suite 1100 (HBO) e xS
Boston, MA 02114 k‘\ v :
Subject: Comments on Proposed Cleanup Plan

Shpack Site

Norton, MA

Dear Mr. Lederer:

The Taunton River Watershed Alliance (TRWA] is providing comments on the Proposed Cleanup Plan for the
Shpack Superfund Site Jocated on the border betweern the Town of Nortan and the City of Attleboro, MA.

The TRWA is a non-profit alliance of concerned individuals, businesses and organizations who are dedicated to
protecung and restoring the Taunton River watershed--its tributaries, wetlands, {loodplains, river and lzke comidors
aod wildlifc. The Taunton River watershed diaing water for all or part of 38 communitics in southeastern
Massachusctts, providing the cssential sponge for drinking water aquifers, flood storage areas, and habitat for
wildlife in this part of the State. The Taunton River is currently being studied for inclusion mnto the Nationa) Park
Scrvice, National Wild and Seenic Rivers Program (www. TaumonRiver.org ). It 15 considered by many to bz one of
the most ecologically diverse water bodies in the Conunonwealth.

Chartley Swamp in the weslern part of the watershed feeds the Wading River which drains into the Three Mike
River, a primary tributary to the Taunton River. Chartley Swamp has been impacted with dangerous wxic chenicals
and radioactive water from many years of illegal dumping at the Shpack site. Based upon EPA's own risk
assessments, contaminated scdiments in Chartley Swamp currently present an “unacceptable risk to wildlife” and
contaminants tn groundwater present a carcinogenic risk of exposure to humans via drigking watcr consurmption. It
is apparcnt to this organization that the anly complete way to prevent fully risk of harm from coptarmunants al the
site is the permancnt elimiration of contanynation that exceeds cleanup levels at the Shpack site. That scenatio is
provided only in Cleanup Alternative SC-38.

Therefore TRWA strongly supports Cleanup Plan SC-3B as the only real plan that would lead to the
achicvement of a Permanent Solutien and provide protection and prescrvation of resources in this portion
of the Taunton River watershed. We thank you for consideration of our concerns.

Sincerely.
Joseph Cullahan
TRWA Board of Directors

CF.  Cathy Kuchinsks, TRWA President
Robert W. Davis, TRW A Director of Advocay

Qaeg sas
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Wednesday. 25-Aug-2004

Mr. Dave Lederer *W%M” )

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ?f 7 R
1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO) 7 o
Boston, MA 02114 _ s . e

Dear Mr. Lederer,

l am writing this letter to express my concern and dismay regarding the EPA’s proposal for
applying Altemative SC-2B as the preferred cleanup attemalive for the Shpack
FUSRAP/Superfund site in Norton, MA.

As a member of the Ad Hoc Shpack Technical Committee, | was closely involved with the
Committee’s endorsement/recommendation for the Passive Recreation, Adjacent Resident without
Groundwater Consumption, most closely mimicked as Altemative SC-38 in the EPA's proposal.
As a Committee, we worked in good faith given the information provided by Cabrerra Engineering
Services, the Amny Corps of Engineers, and the EPA. We carefully weighed all of the various
concems for public safety, worker safety, future community liability, and yes, even cost. We did not
opt for something as restrictive as a resident farmer scenario or ncighborhood daycare center. We
concluded it inappropnate to apply the concept of “not a single atom shall remain”, and made a
concerted effort to balance costs in terms of monetary expenditure, ecological impact, and worker
safety with the benefits of acceptable dose risk, and felt the resident farmer scenario was not a
practical consideration. ! hesitate to use the word, but yes, we “compromised” in our decision
making process. We weighed all of the costs and benefits, and put torth our best and most logical
recommendation for a cleanup alternative that we felt was appropriate and acceptable. Again, we
worked in good faith to arrive at our proposal, and recommended it 1o the Town of Norton, the
Army Corps of Engineers, and the USEPA. We feel that anything short of Alternative SC-38
violates our “good faith” approach, and negates the diligent efforts of the Ad Hoc Committee.

From 2 technica! standpoint, | feel the SC-2B proposal falls short in the long-term.  Several
examples were raised at the 04-Aug-2004 Town Meeting regarding the responsibility and liability
for future monitoring efforts. By its very nature, the deliberate onsite “disposal” of some of the
material would require greater levels of monitoring effort out into the future. Although Alternative
SC-3B would not be devaid of future monitoring concerns, the fact that less matenal would remain
onsite would help diminish the need for monitoring. Cenainly. the monitoring efforts could be
scaled back accordingly under the SC-3B Alternative, All of these arguments can be also made for
the case of controlling personnel access. Taking on the burden of perimeter fence upkeep and
trespasser control into the foreseeable future under SC-28 just doesn’t make sense in comparison
to SC-3B, where such controls and upkeep would be unnecessary. The actual monetary cost for
additional monitoring and upkeep under Proposed Atternative SC-28 could actually exceed the
total cost associated with Alternative SC-3B.

Also from a technical foundation, ! would question the rationale for choosing to leave additional
contaminants onsite, as proposed in SC-2B. Although the proposed grade and cap barrier pictured
in the EPA Handout employs ali of the sound enginecring features designed to isolate wastes, the
presence of left-behind wastes under this cap raises the potential consequences of any future
failure or breach of this barrier. Although it is widely recognized that radionuclides such as

QI120Q SWAS
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uranium, therium, and radium, and (o a certain extent heavy metals, are relatively immobile once
they are bound 1o soil, adequate consideration has not baen given 1o the other factors that couid
impact future isolation of the contaminants. Organic acids resulting from the breakdown of organic
materials may increase the mobility of these contaminants. The RESRAD computer models used
to assess the dose impacts from the various treatment altematives most fikely assumed default soif
transfer coefficients and leachability characteristics. As such, the potential impact for higher-than-
expected contaminant mobility as modified by organic decay products may not have been
addressed. While this argument could be made for both Altematives SC-2B and SC-3B, the
ramifications of such an oversight are greatly diminished under Altemative SC-38, because less
material and contaminants will remain onsite.

Again, | wish 1o express my concern and dismay regarding the EPA’s endorsement of cleanup
Allemative SC-2B. Adequate technical juslification has not been put forth to elevate it above the
SC-38 Altemnative recommended by the Ad Hoc Technical Committee, based on the reasons
stated above. | therefore respectfully request that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
reconsider their proposal, and adopt and implement Alternative SC-3B.

Sincerely, D A

Kenneth J. S&fkora, Ph.D.

Health Physicist/Radiotogical Environmental Specialist
136 Pine Street

Norton, MA 027686

Cc: Heather Graf. Ad Hoc Shpack Technical Committee
James P. Purcell, Norton Town Manager
Robent W. Kimball, Jr., Chaiman, Norton Board of Selectmen
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Dear Mr. Varney:

[ would like to submit the following comments conveying my strong support for
the town of Norton and its preferred cleanup alternative known as SC-3B for the
collection and removal of both chemical and radiological contarpinants at the Shpack
Superfund Site. As you are aware, the Shpack landfill has the distinction of being both a
Superfund Site under the cleanup authority of the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and a Formerly Utilized Site Remedial Action Program (FUSRAFP) site under the
cleanup authority of the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). The final decision on a
cleanup alternative has caused an understapdable amount of worry for the citizens of
Norton. They are not only concerned about the actual cleanup of Shpack, but the long
term public safety and reuse potential of a fifty year old dump site that has soil
comaminated with radiological, chemical and heavy metal wastes.

The legislation authorizing the radiological cleanup of Shpack through FUSRAP
was originated by Congressman McGovern and me to ensure that a responsible and
permanent remediation of harmful radioactive waste would occur. This authorizing
legislation was passed by Congress in 2002 and the federal government, through the
ACOE, is now responsible for 2 significant amount of the final clean up cost outlined in
the EPA’s proposed plan.

The ACOE recently agreed to work under the EPA’s Record of Decision and is
scheduled te commence work on the collection and removal of more than 13,000 cubic

(%23
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yards of radiological waste as early as 2005. The town of Norton has asked that the EPA &

oversce the removal of collected chemical waste to a level that would provide a true 9

passive recreational use. However, the EPA’s preferred alternative for cleanup, or SC-2B, g
provides only a limited removal of chemical material and would cap most contaminants

on site. The subsequent fencing, monitoring, and trespass restrictions resultiog from such 8

an option would require a level of perpetual oversight that is both impractical and 2

difficult, if not impossible, to enforce over a long period of time. Town efficials have w

raised legitimate concerns that they might ultimately be responsible for this type of 2

management.
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Obviously, the EPA has given significant consideration to the cost of each
cleanup option in choosing a preferred alternative. The agency's preferred option is one
of the least expensive. The town’s request is not only the safest solution, but a financially
sensible one that is comparatively reasonable when one looks at the variety and level of
contamination on site. It is also far less expensive than other costly alternatives that were
considered. .

For more than four years, I have hosted and/or participated in many meetings with
the EPA, ACOE, state officials, and local officials at various times to facilitate the
lengthy process that has brought us to where we are today, i.e., making final decisions on
cleanup proposals for use in 2 Record of Decision. The town, which has a veice in a final
removal detcrmipation through the EPA's Community Acceptance component, should be -
protected through the best option under Superfund. No one person or agency can say with
absolute certainty that with the passage of time the integrity of capped materials would
not become compromised through & variety of potential degradations, natural or man
made.

Again, the government is making a significant financial commitment to the
FUSRAP portion of this project under a cleanup that involves the removal of collected
radiological material. Also, the ACOE plans on removing tnore material than those
options being considered by the EPA which should further reduce the costs associated
with the chemical cleanup as commingled contaminants, chemical and radiological, are
not oply collected, but removed by the ACOE.

The citizens of Norton have every right to expect the EPA will oversee the
collection and remaval of the chemical and heavy metal wastes at the Shpeck site with
the cost shared among those companies already identified with the responsibility of its
cleanup. Therefore, I urge EPA’s approval of SC-3B to provide a comprehensive cleanup
and removal of both chemical end radiclogical contaminants and afford the greatest level
of protection possible to the people and their surrounding environment.

Sincerely,

BARNEY FRANK
Member of Congress
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